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FOREWORD 


Prof. Amiya Kumar Chakravorti has rendered a unique service to the cause 
of Sanskrit Scholarship by this work Mahimabhai(a’s Vyaktiviveka. The 
Vyaktiviveka has proved a veritable bugbear even to students of extraordi- 
nary intellect and unflagging perseverance. The commentary of Ruyyaka 
is rather а critique than an exposition. As a commentator he is not loyal 
to Mahimabhajta. His commentary though of a short compass is rather 
of the nature of a Vartika 

The discovery of this unique work and its editio princeps are bound to 
remain distinctive landmarks in the history of Alamkira literature, Dr 
Chakravorti has taken enormous pains to throw light on the tangled test 
I trust that curious students will be more than recompensed by study of 
Dr Chakrayorti’s work and of the original text pari passu. He has harnessed 
all his resources to the elucidation of this work. Mahimabhatta is more 
maligned than understood, Mammatabhatta’s discourse on literary defects 
in the Chapter УП of the Кдууаргакаќа is a brilliant masterpiece. But 
this brilliance is almost entirely derived from Mahimabhatta's work. 

Т introduce the work of Dr Chakravorti to the academic world with the 
hope and confidence that it will meet with due appreciation. 
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PREFACE 


Rûjînaka Mahimabhajta was a Kashmirian Brahmin and was а man of 
extraordinary talent. He had an unusually acute logical intellect and also 
ап aesthetic taste and power of discrimination of high order. The Vyaktivi- 
veka is the only work of his, which has survived and this alone is sufficient 
to make him a favourite of the literary critics. The book sparkles with wit 
and ingenious sallies, demonstrating the author's remarkable capacity for 
imparting original turns and twists to the argument. The work bristles 
with difficulties which have made it a veritable bugbear to students of soft 
intellect and ease-loving amateures. Another circumstance has added to the 
intractability of the text. There is no running commentary on it. Ruyyaka's 
comments are laconic and mainly directed to the criticism of Mahimabhat{a's 
theory. The commentator is not at all loyal to the original author. But 
he has done а good service to the dhvani theory. The commentator is rather 
a critic than an expositor. 

‘The Vyaktiviveka is а monument to the author's genius. It is not however, 
as compact as the Kdvyaprakdfa of Mammatabhatta. Mammata is the most 
fortunate in his commentators, Every scholar worth the name wrote а 
commentary on the Kdvyaprakdsa and it was regarded as the yard-stick 
of scholarship. But Mahimabhajta had no admirer or loyal adherent 
Fortunately, а few manuscripts were preserved in South India and we must 
ай! be grateful to the late MM. Т. Ganapati Sastri for the editio princeps. 
Mahimabhatta’s style of composition is peculiar. He makes long digres- 
sions and introduces topics which have little bearing оа the central theme. 
For “instance, his disquisition on the connotation of substantives as action 
(riya) is а brilliant performance, but has rather an episodical character. If 
it were omitted it would not affect the unity of the work, Of course, his 
theory on this matter is entitled to serious consideration. He shows his 
ingenuity and originality in excelsis. The entire second chapter is also 
episodical. But his dissection of the literary defects is characterised by his 
wonderful ingenuity reinforced by compelling logic. The author is original 
from top to toe. 

‘Another feature of this work is the author's long summary in verse of 
the problems discussed. This makes repetitions inevitable. But it must be 
admitted that these summaries serve the purpose of an illuminating commen- 
tary. In our exposition of Mahimabhat{a’s texts we dare not omit these 
portions in the interest of clarification. 
= Mahimabhatta himself is aware of this aspect of diversification. He 
Compares his work to the preparation of a delicacy by a skilful cook which 
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is made covetable by diversity of flavours This comparison is apt and 
apposite. The episodical matters, though they interrupt the uniformity of 
texture, impart diversity and variety. 

Mahimabhatja asserts in the colophon that he wrote the work for the 
edification of his grandsons.* He had to abridge and amplify the discourses 
in order to make them intelligible to his pupils. He had to adapt his treat- 
ment of the topics to the intellectual calibre of his grandsons, and this has 
Jed him to inflate his work and made the author liable to the charge of 
verbosity. But this verbosity should not be censured by scholars on the 
ground of the assistance to an immature understanding rendered by this 
Apparent superiluity.* Mahimabhafta concludes his work by striking a per- 
sonal note. “I must be an object of recollection of scholars by stating what 
has not been stated by others and also by my investigation of the causes 
which make the statements of authors an object of ile and also perhaps 
for the sedulous endeavour to provide gratification by examination and 
discussion of new matters which are posed by me for the first time." 

Personally speaking, I am of the conviction that the author's hopes 
and expectations are thoroughly justified. He has however been more malig- 
ned than appreciated by the subsequent writers and commentators on Indian 
Poetics. Mahimabhatta, however, received high encomiums from Sriharya 
in the Kludana-khanda-khddya. Sriharşa was а poet and a logician of incom- 
parable eminence. Stiharsa regards impropriety as the fundamental charac- 
teristic of defects, logical as well as literary. In support of his position he 
adduces the authority of Mahimabhatfa, “It îs this lack of propriety which 
lies at the root of all defects. Mahimabhatta has spotted out this cause of 
defect in the Vyaktiviveka which is the veritable organ of vision to, the 
poets. 

It fs also worthy of notice that Ruyyaka, though professedly a commen- 


1. Prayab pratftivaiciteyarnsdiovidavidaly peati/ 
‘Sapahirahriye’yam me siphalyam upayásyati// 


"EVV. HL, p. 485, $, 34. ste 
2. Айн уушраш® Маркова 
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tator, is а hard critic and is not afraid of using unkind words towards him.* 
Ruyyaka also had to pay а compliment to Mahimabbasta for his intellectual 
pre-eminence” The appreciation recorded by an unkind critic, who seldom 
lets slip an occasion for having a fling at the author, is proof of his majestic 
intellect. It is not possible to deny that Mahimabhatfa’s love of masterful 
originality has led him to excess. His love of polemics makes him wilfully 
blind to the merits of his adversary. He wages a relentless war against 
Anandavardhana whose greatness is recognised also by him. But he was an 
aspirant after fame. 

He has said in the beginning of his work "А critical examination of the 
words of the Dhvanikiira, whether by way of agreement or divergence, will 
establish my fame, since an acquaintance with men of eminence will add 
weight and a feather to my cap.™* 

‘The present work is substantially the same as my thesis accepted by the 
Calcutta University in 1964 for the о, Lir. degree. 1 am indebted, beyond 
words to my preceptor, the great savant Dr Satkari Mookerjee for the help 
which I received from him practically at every step in understanding the 
text of Rajinaka Mahimabhatja. Without his guidance and unfailing 
sympathy it would never have been possible for me to venture on this 
publication, 

Т must here express my deep sense of gratitude to Dr. С. $. Shaw, msc., 
о, Putt, Principal, St. Paul's Cathedral Mission College, Calcutta, for pro- 
viding me with all possible facilities for carrying on and completing my 
research work when Iwas a member of that Institution. 1 feel also that it is 
my бшу to place here on record my heart-felt obligations to the authorities 
of the Calcutta University. 1 could never have been in a position to get it 
published, without the generous help which 1 have received from Dr Pr 
matha Nath Banerjee, M.A. D.LIT., LL-D., Уздуйуйсазрай, Ex Vice-Chancellor, 
Calcutta University, from the present Vice-Chancellor Dr Satyendra Nath 
‘Sen, M.A., PH.D. (London), from Dr Purnendu Kumar Bose, M.SC., PLD., 

6. Басса gunagarvidhmitam Atminam udditya bhahgyê kathitam 

WW. р Vide ato 
Etac cä'sya sBhityaviciradumirapakasya pramukh eva 
‘Shalem ш тама pani... 

104, p. 5 See also 


... Yo dhblipraksepab krtah, ка evamanisikaya . . eva 


tid, p. 81 
7 Praudhavidarasanavicakyano ikxyasiddhinvaditin kavia vyadhét/ 




















Мунай, узбе prapatsyate yan mahatädh кайумата eva gaurwvitya// 
VV. 1, р. 5, 6.3 
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Pro-Vice-Chaneellor Academie and from Sri Arun Ray, ssc., the present 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Business Affairs and Finance, Calcutta University. 


University Press, for helping me with his expert advice in secing the book 
through the press and to the Managing Director, Sadhana Press Private 
Limited, Calcutta, for his kind co-operation. 


Амул KUMAR CHAKRAVOTRE 


Сакта 
May, 1978 
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INTRODUCTION 


Anandavardhana wrote an epochmaking work, éalled the Dhvanydloka 
consisting of kirikits, (memorial verses) and his own elucidation thereof. 
Anandavardhana was a minister of King JaySplda of Kashmir and was 
thoroughly grounded in Buddhistic dialecties. He utilised the new logical 
technique introduced by the Buddhist logicians of the school of Dharma- 
kirti and Dharmottara, He wrote a commentary called Dharmortamd 
оп Dharmottara's commentary on Dharmakirti's Nydyavinifeaya. Dharma- 
kirti's work Nydyavinitcaya is now lost in Sanskrit, He was also a great 
literary critic and his aesthetic sense was unique. This combination of 
philosophic insight with an acute aesthetic flair for literary beauty made it 
Possible for him to write the work which has remained the classical work 
on literary criticism for centuries. Anandavardhana criticised all his pro- 
decessors, the latest being Vimana, He produced a system of aesthetic 
ériticism in which all the categories of literary criticism evolved in India 
Were reconciled and assigned to their proper places in the hierarchy of liter- 
агу values. His chief merit is the discovery of a third power of word and 
meaning, which is supra-logical in function. It is derived from the imaginative 
faculty which though transcending the jurisdiction of logical canons does 
not give offence to the logical sense. Unless blinded by prejudice one must 
admit that poetry is а new creation which is not controlled and governed 
entirely by the laws of logical thought, though there is no inherent incompati- 
bility between poetry and logic. India's speculations in the field of semantics 
registered a high watermark and the grammarians, logicians and the Мїтаїт- 
sists, each made the quota of contributions, which though sharply opposed 
fo one another аге remarkable for their wonderful consistency and logical 
cogency. In this they are, however, all agreed on one point that they admitted 
only two powers and functions of words viz. primary denotation (abhidhd) 
and secondary denotation (laksand). Anandavardhana insists that for 
proper appreciation of poetry and aesthetic beauty and its appeal we must 
have recourse to а third function which he calls VyaAjand, which has been 
inadequately translated as suggestion. It is the suggestive power of words 
which gives poetry the stamp of its individuality and marks it out from 
‘scientific and philosophical literature. 

It is quite natural that the propounding of such an original theory should 
provoke protests from the rival camps. The philosophers of all schools 


* CF. tanmatapartksyim granthtotare nirapayisyämab. 
= рну. ш, p. 519 


O Мазепу вуд Dharmottaryäm уз vivrtir amuna granthakrtð Krth tatrava (od 
vyakhydtam, 


- Locan Ш, pp. 319 
Op —199/1 
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could not acquiesce in what they regarded as more ог less а startling inno- 
vation. From the very beginning a chorus of protests was raised and the 
theory and its propounder met with a hostile reception. This was under- 
standable so far as the philosophers were concemed. But what is surprising 
is that even in the camp of literary critics called Alamkirikas, a designation 
which has survived in spite of its logical inadequacy to cover the results 
of evaluation of thought in the field, that Anandavardhana was regarded 
as propounding а heresy. 

It is a matter of grave disappointment that all the works composed by 
the critics of the theory have not survived. Some of these works also were 
noted for their vigorous defence of the orthodox standpoint and also for 
the new hypothesis, Bhajfaniyaka wrote a work called Hrdayudarpana* 
ог Sahrdayadarpana exclusively for the demolition of the dhvani theory. 
‘Stray quotations from Bhattanîyaka's work are found here and there 
in the works of authors who were not amicably disposed towards him. 
‘This work must have been as original as the Dhyanydloka. It is presumable 
that it was a detailed criticism of the text of the Dhvanydloka and it is hard 
to dismiss the animadversions as inspired by prejudice or conservatism, 
Abhinavagupta fully exploited Bha{andyaka and the depth of vision evinced 
by Abhinavagupta is most probably the outcome of his adaptation of 
Bhattaniyaka’s views to his own advantage. It is surprising how this 
work could be allowed to pass inte oblivion. 

The second powerful opponent of dhwani theory was Mahimabhatta, 
who came after Abhinavagupta and Kuntaka. It must be noted in this connec 
tion that Kuntaka wrote his Vakrokrijivita which has recently been published 
to show that Anandavardhana’s dhvani admitted of being easily subsumed 
under figures of speech, which he designated as Vakrokti, an oblique way 
of statement. A figure of speech is remarkable for its departure from the 
conventional and commonplace mode of expression. This, according 
to Kuntaka, constitutes the supreme distinction of poetry and he exhibited 
with meticulous analysis and detailed exposition that dhrani was nothing 
but an illustration of one such literary device, which may have various 
ramifications of its own. But that does not justify its claim as a separate 











* Darpavo Hrdayadarpanakhhyo dhvanidhvadim grantho 
WWW. 1,р:6 
* Kevalare whtivakiteylivitén Lak ва vyatgAthajvita И! tadīyańn баара, 
vyavasthitam. —AS, р. 
vata vakroktîbbir eva svikytab san sthita eva АЅС,р. 10 
Bet ис dirisione eva rhe Я 
рар re ASC, р. 
Ruyyaka has observed that according to the author of the Vakrokrýñira, dhvani 
deserves to be comprehended in the special variety of Vakroku that passes under the 


name of Upacdrarakroktl and other varieties. 
М2. П, 13-14, pp. 99-103; Vide also р. 32 
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distinctive literary category. Kuntaka veered round to the primitive position 
of Bhimaha who maintained that literary grace consists only in the striking 
offect produced by its unwonted linguistic presentation.* Kuntaka’s 
genius was more literary than critical. His logical training was not of a 
high order. It, therefore, created only a furore in the literary circle, but 
failed to establish a permanent mark. 

Another critic of the dhvani theory was Kşémendra, who was a polymath, 
He was according to tradition the pupil of Abhinavagupta. He was a poet 
of no mean order, and also a good critic. He wrote a book entitled Aucityd- 
vicdracarcd, It was his thesis that ducitya i.e. observance of propriety, 
literary, aesthetic, moral etc., was the essential constituent of poetry. Neither 
dhvani nor rasa had a superior status to it. They are only instances of aucitya 
(propriety). It was not а new concept. Anandavardhana laid stress upon 
the strict observance of propriety as the condition of literary beauty and 
rasa.* What was made the condition of aesthetic perfection by Anandavar- 
dhana was erected by Kyemendra to the highest rung of the ladder. Dhvani 
and rasa were made subordinate to it. Abhinavagupta seems to dismiss the 
view with a few apposite remarks. Kyemendra does not seem to have had 
any follower. 

We now come to Маһітађћаца, a towering personality in the field of 
literary criticism. He wrote the Vyakriviveka, a work of extraordinary inge- 
nuity, which elicited high encomiums from Sriharga* a kindred genius, 
Mahimabhatja was а logician of the highest calibre. Не was literally steeped 
in the logical speculations of the Buddhist schools sponsored by Dignāga 
and Dharmakirti. He quotes profusely from Dharmakirti's works in support 
of his contention.” Mahimabhajta was a lover of originality, а trait which 
sometimes led him to excess. He was not afraid of appearing as bizarre. 
However much one may protest, one cannot easily find arguments to refute 








4 CI. Sais sarvai'va vakroktir anayd'rtho vibhävyate/ 
Yatno'syäm kavinā käryab ko ‘lamkro’ nayê vina// 


Sabdarthau sahitau vakrakavivyäpäraśālini/ 
Bandhe vyavasthitau kävyań tadvid shldakêrioi// 


* Anaucity’d rte niinyad rasabhateasya karanam/ 
Prasiddhaucityabandhas tu rasasyo, panisat рага. 


+ озал» Vyaktiviveke ‘mum kavilokavilocane/ 
Kävyamimāmsişu präptamahimā Mahima’ drta// 

+ Tadbhāvahetubhävau hi гилеме tad avedinab/ 
Khyäpyete ота» väcyo hetur eva ca kevalab// 


Manipradipaprabhayor mapibuddhya "bhidhävatob/ 
Mirhyäjħänäviseje "pi мезо” viseso ‘rhakriyam prati.// 


KA, 1, 85 


VJ. 1, VIL, p. 7 


—DHV. ш, р. 30 


Kh Kh, р. 1327 


РУ, p. 127, VV. Lp. 65 


PY, 2/57, VV. 1, p.4 
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him. He created a perilous position for the dhvani theory. We have got 
only a summary of his criticism in the Kävyaprakāia.* But it touches only 
the fringe and docs not go deep enough. Fortunately, this work is preserved 
from extinction and was edited and published by Mahimahopadhyaya 
Т. Ganapati Sastri in the Trivendrum Sanskrit Series with the commentary 
оГ Ruyyaka. Ruyyaka wrote a brief gloss, but it is a masterpiece. His 
purpose was to criticise Mahimabhatta and to expose fallacies in his argu- 
ments, However brief, it gives an adequate defence of Anandavardhana’s 
theory by showing that Mahimabhat{a’s arguments are not free from sophis- 
try. The latter's purpose was to show that dhvani or suggestion was nothing 
but inference. He contends that when one meaning suggests another, 
there must be a necessary nexus between the two, which, if subjected to 
scrutiny, must turn out to be a сазе of logical connection. So suggestion 
or imaginative construction is not anything new, but consists only in the 
application of the logical conons to literary evalution, It must be admitted 
that Mahimabhatta’s arguments are possessed of solid value, and he apparen~ 
Чу scored a triumph over the advocates of the dhvani theory. It was the power- 
ful dialectic of Ruyyaka’s critique which turned the scale. We wish that 
Ruyyaka were less laconic but it was he who saved the dhvani theory from 
the sledge-hammer blows of Mahimabhatta, We will show in the course 
‘of our discourse that the difference ultimately centres round formalistic 
terminology. We owe it to Mahimabhatta that suggestion із not an arbitrary 








into a sentimental expression of one's own personal idiosyneracy. There 
ЖЫЙ be left no criterion for telling good poetry from mediocre ones, 
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MAHIMABHATTA'S CRITICISM OF THE DEFINITION 
OF DHVANI AS PROPOUNDED 
BY ANANDAVARDHANA 


Having made salutation to the goddess of speech and knowledge, Mahima- 
bhajta puts forward an apology for undertaking an unpopular task of criti- 
cising Anandavardhana’s classical work, the Dhranyaloka. He also inciden- 
tally mentions that he could not study the Hrdayadarpana, written by 
Вһацаплуака for refutation of Anandavardhana’s theory and the arguments 
in his support. He further acknowledges that he could not have access to 
the Candrika? an older commentry on the Dhvnydloka written by an ancestor 
of Abhinavagupta, whom the latter quotes on occasions to show his diver- 
gence in the interpretation of the text of the Dhvanydloka, 

In the first place, Mahimabhajta quotes the definition of dhvani as 
propounded by Anandavardhana and subjects it to minute analysis. As 
we observed before Mahimabhajta’s contention is to show that the so called 
мапі or suggestion is nothing but a case of inference and he deducds this 
very conclusion from Anandavardhana’s wording of the definition, The 
definition? is as follows: “That special type of poetry has been called 
dhvani by scholars of recognised authority and original thinking in which 
the meaning (Sc. primary or secondary), and word suggest that meaning 
by subordinating itself and its meaning respectively to the meaning suggested 
by them.” The main import of this definition may be summed up in the 
following propositions, The primary meaning, which also includes the 
secondary опе, is understood first, but it does not rest in itself аз the final 
intended meaning of the poet. There is an ulterior meaning to which it 
‘becomes subordinate as a means. Mahimabhatta contends that on analysis 
this definition will be found to apply only to inference and to nothing else, 
Furthermore, the clause stating ‘that the primary meaning subordinates 
itself” is a superfluous commonplace and which ought to have been omitted 








* Anumane’ ntarbhîvam sarvasyai'va dhvaneb prakäśayitum/ 
‘Vyaktivivekam kurule pranamya Mahima pari vācam.// 


* Заа yaso “bhisartum samudyata' drytadarpaoa mama dhiby _ 
Rabhasena yat pravrtta prakadakam Candrikidy `дгҳаѓ va 


* Yatra ‘rihab dabdo vû tamartham upasarjanikrtasvàrthau/ 
‘Vyanktab kavyavitesab sa dhvanir iti saribhih Rathitab // 


=W. pt 


— Mid. 1, p. 6 


—DHY. 1, p. 103 


т 


6 . Studies in Mahimabhatta 


from the definition. When the primary meaning is set forth as a means to 

sand a condition of the knowledge of another meaning, the former is 
understood as subordinate to the latter. There is a necessary 
concomitance between a means and an end, and the means is necessarily 
subordinate to the end, viz. the suggested sense intended by the writer. 50 
the adjectival clause only states a redundant proposition. For instance, 
smoke is stated as a condition of fire and as such, the former is subordinate 
to the latter being the means thereto. The statement of this role of subor- 
dination on the part of the primary meaning in respect of the ulterior 
meaning is uncalled for.* An adjective to be significant must possess twofold 
characteristics viz, (1) it must have possibility and also (2) variability. In 
other words, the adjective must not be superfluous or absurd. Thus the 
propositions “fire is cold" or ‘man is a winged animal’ are nonsensical, Fire 
is never cold and a man has no wings so the adjectives are absurd, inasmuch 
аз the adjectives lack the first condition ‘possibility’. Again the proposition 
“fire is hot" is а superfluity, since the predicate does not state an unknown 
fact. The predicate ‘hot’ is the necessary concomitant and an unfailing 
attribute of fire and as such understood ео ipso from the meaning of the 
subject. The predicate or any other adjective derives its significance from 
the fact that it states a possible quality and also which is mot necessarily 
known from the meaning of the subject. The adjective must be the expres- 
sion of an attribute which is contingent to the subject, otherwise the pro- 
position will be а superfluous commonplace.* Now judged by this criterion 
the insertion of the adjective in the first half of the verse stating the definition 
is an unwanted redundancy. In other words, the whole definition falls to 
the ground. 

It has however been contended in support of the dhvani theory that this 
qualifying clause hs been inserted with a view to debarring the extension 
of the definition to such figures as ‘samdsokt/’, ete, and this has been amply 
elucidated by Anandavardhana. In such figures there is a suggested meaning 
ai. tt ыйы йокыны бей ому апы ане а: Н 

be regarded as examples of dhvani. The suggested sense must have ргероп- 
derance over the primary sense and herein lies the distinctive speciality of 














* Etac са anumänasy'aiva sadgachhate, nå” nyasya. 
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dhvani. In the authentic examples of “samdsokti” the suggested meaning is 
invariably found to be subservient to the primary one and hence the quali- 
fying clause in the definition is indispensable for the purpose of excluding 
these instances of Gunibhita-Vyahgya. Dhvani is that kind of poetry in which 
the suggested meaning preponderates over the expressed primary meaning 
(vacyartha). 

But Mahimabhatta argues that this contention of Anandavardhana 
and his exponents is based upon a confusion of issues. The preponderance 
of the primary over the suggested meaning їз formal. The meaning which 
is relevant to the context is regarded as predominant. It is for this reason 
the example of ‘samdsokti’ is cited as an instance of this kind of formal 
preponderance, The subject of description is the moonrise in the context. 
The тооп is described as glowing with redness generated (as И were) by a 
sudden fit of love and seizing hold of the face of the evening dusk. “The 
stars seem to be revolving like the pupils of her eyes (evening as if in frenzy 
of love) and the evening is not at all conscious of the darkness, serving as her 
vesture, dropping down". Here by means of pun, which comes so handy 
in the Sanskrit idiom, the poet, though he ostensibly sets out to describe the 
beauty of the moonrise, makes the moon behave as a lover, maddened by a 
sudden fit of passion and the evening as the sweet-heart entirely forgetting 
her personality in the embrace of the moon. Now the love affair and the 
behaviour of the two as lover and beloved is understood, as subordinate 
to the ostensible description of the condition of the moon and the evening.“ 
According to Anandavardhana the suggested meaning of the behaviour 
of two lovers of opposite sex is understood only as a pendant to the moon 
and evening, which form the subject matter of the poet's description. Accor- 
dingly their role as lovers has not the primacy. It is frequently found that 
Poets take particular delight in superimposing human behaviour upon 
natural objects in order to vest them with an added charm. Inanimate 
objects are suggested as behaving like animate sentient creatures. Mahima- 
Ъћаца admits the truth of this poetic licence. He also endorses the conten- 
tion of Anandavardhana that though the natural objects are suggested to 
асі as conscious persons, this is overshadowed by their true character as 
inanimate natural objects. The description of nature is the poet's primary 
concern and the role of lover is irrelevant to the universe of discourse. The 
suggested meaning is intended to be conveyed by means of the words em- 
ployed with double meaning. So the use of the primary meaning as а means 
10 the suggested meaning of two persons in love is motivated by the poet's 
intention to give the natural objects a special human attraction. The relation 


* Yat punar asya kyacit samasoktyadeu pridhdnyam ucyate tat prikarapikatvapeksay’~ 
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between the primary and the suggested meaning is one of means to an end 
and as such the logical preponderance of the latter over the former meaning 
is not liable to be dismissed. Therefore, the contention of Mahimabhatia 
that the suggested meaning as an end is always preponderant over the pri- 
mary meaning stands unassailed. The apparent primacy of the primary 
meaning is only a matter of context, that is to say, it is a case of formal 
Preponderance. Logical preponderance always belongs to the suggested 
meaning and it is this, which determines the essential character of good 
Poetry, called ‘divan by Anandavardhana. It is the presupposition that 
Suggestion gives additional charm and in the description of moonrise also 
this rule does not fail to hold. The upshot is that the suggested meaning 
never fails to be superior to the primary meaning in any case and the primary 
meaning is always subordinate to the suggested meaning. The definition, 
therefore, of “нап” as а case of preponderance of the suggested over the 
Primary meaning only states a commonplace and as such is pointless,” 

Tt may be urged that there may be a case of primary meaning possessing 
greater charm than the suggested one and this case is intended to be excluded 
from the scope of “dhvani’. But this is also a poor defence. It is not necessarily 
true that the primary meaning alone is charming in gunlbhata-vyaheva. 
The suggested (vywigy) meaning is found to possess greater charm even in 
such cases and we will show that this is a truth, when we will examine the 
propriety of the expression *Kdvyvitesa’ i.e. а special type of poetry." We 
will show that all poetry worth the name has а uniform characteristic. 
Mahimabhatta sums up the result of his criticism of the adjectival expression 
in which the primary meaning necessarily subordinates itself 'upasarjanikpia- 
‘svat in the following couplet: 

Uktam gunikrtitmatvam yad arthasya visegapam/ 
Gamakatvin na tat tasya yuktam avyabhicaratab//* 

+ “The adjective which has been affixed to the primary meaning that it 
must subordinate itself to the ulterior meaning is not logically justifiable 
because it is an unfailing nature of the primary meaning (to become subor- 
dinate to the ulterior meaning) and that is so because it is always a case of 
logical ground (gamakatvét)". This is the purport. There must be an addi- 
tional meaning which Anandavardhana calls yyaigya (suggested) and Mahi- 
тааЬһа{а characterises as ‘inferable’ in all good poetry. The primary meaning 

* Atra hi prattyamdnend ‘nugatam vicyam eva pridhiayena pratiyate samfropitand- 

Yiki-niyaka-vyavahiryor’. nilatatinor eva vakyarthatvat, Tadapeksay@ са taya 

арава upasar janibhivavyabhickra eva. Vyabhicire ‘pi vaiphalyad anupadeyam 

a dined fied Wek pm. паз 
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is only а means to the understanding of that ulterior meaning. It is only a 
probans (maka) and the other meaning is the probandum (gama). 

As regards the inclusion of ‘word’ (4abda) in the definition, this is also 
unjustifiable on the same ground of redundancy. Words are not valued for 
their own sake. They are intended to give expression to meaning. This is 
their only function. Word is primarily and entirely used for expressing 
а meaning and as such functions as a means to the delivery of it. From the 
very nature of the case the former cannot have primacy over the latter. 
It is thus necessarily subordinate even to the primary meaning and as the 
primary meaning is subordinate to the ulterior meaning, the fact of word 
being subordinate to the latter follows a fortiori.® 

It is only in a very special case viz. quotation of the words of a speaker, 
that words have primacy over the meaning. Quotation is only an instance 
of imitation. When a prson quotes the words exactly used, he only imitates 
the speaker. It is only а mimicry. In Sanskrit, the quotation is indicated at 
the end by the word “iti” which implies “in this manner”. When this imitation 
may be of significant sounds, we understand the meaning no doubt, But 
the meaning must not be confounded with words imitated as such, The 
communication of the meaning is not, however, the primary object of the 
imitator. The imitator quotes the sounds and because sounds quoted happen 
to have significance of their own, irrespective of their quotation, it is 
prima facie supposed that the imitator quotes the sense. But this supposal 
is the result of inexact understanding."* In order to bring home this position 
‘Mahimabhatja quotes a verse from Kalidasa’s Raghuyarhia, ‘Old age in the 
guise of gray hair came near the ear of that king Dasaratha and whispered 
as it were out of fear of Kaikeyi “transfer the regal power to Rama". Here 
the words within the quotation marks apparently purport to be the (psissima 
verba of old age (jara). But the sounds quoted are significant and as we have 
stated before, they give out a sense because they happen to have significance. 
‘The poet here purports to imitate the very sounds uttered by old age. Mahi- 
‘mabhajja is perfectly right in his observation that imitation of sounds is of 
two kinds, viz, one of a significant sound and another of a nonsensical one, 
‘The purpose of imitation is served when the sounds are reproduced and it is 
these very sounds which are meant to be imitated. All quotations are thus 
primarily no better than mimicry. That the sounds imitated may be possessed 
of significance is a matter of accident and the understanding of the meaning 
is thus accidental. The imitation of a nonsensical sound is a case of pure 
mimicry. АШ onomatopoctic sounds are instances of the latter type. Only 


M Sabdah punar anupideya eva. Tasya svirthabhidhinam antareoa vyāpāräntarānu- 
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in these cases words are found to have primacy over the sense, which is а 
matter of accident. 

Besides, these onomatopoetic exprestions are nothing more than imita- 
tion of natural sounds, Words in all sentences serve as symbols to their 
Meaning, They are therefore subordinate to their senses. They are used not 
fo express themselves but something different viz. the meaning. The assertion 
of the subordination of the sense to the word is thus an impossible absurdity. 
‘There is no possible instance in which a word is found to have primacy over 
the sense. In other words, the sense can never possibly be a subordinate 
adjunct to the word, As we have observed, the relation of word to meaning 
or rather the communication of the meaning is always one of means to an 
end. Word is thus necessarily subordinate to the communication of the 
meaning and the means can never make the end subordinate to itself. It is 
а truism that a jar is wanted for the sake of fetching water as a necessary 
means to the latter. Nobody can suppose, unless he bids adieu to his senses, 
that the fetching of water is made subordinate to the jar. The denial of this 
commonplace will only result in the denial of the accepted relation of the 
Principal and the subordinate."* 

‘The fact that the means is subordinate to the end is borne out by the 
rule of exegesis propounded in the Mimdmsd system. While the original 
Substance is not available a substitute may be adopted for the purpose, 
This substitute of one thing for another is always permissible in the case of 
subordinate elements. Thus where water is enjoined to be fetched with а jar, 
the jar is a means to the former. If the jar is not available, some other vessel 
may be adopted as a substitute. But there can be no substitution of the 
act of fetching water and the reason of it has already been stated above, 
‘The reason is apparent. The substitution is always permitted in the case of 
subordinate elements. To be more precise, one means can be replaced by 
another, though the latter may be inferior to the former. The purport of 
this apparent digression by Mahimabhatta seems to be the insistance on 
the fact that the relation of means and end involves that of subordinate and 
principal and this is irreversible. The upshot of this discourse is the esta- 
blishment of the charge of absurdity against the definition of dhvani as 
propounded by Anandavardhana,* 
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Even if it be conceded for the sake of argument that the qualifying adj 
‘word subordinating its meaning and the meaning subordinati 
are justified on the ground that they are not lacking in the conditions of 
Possibility and contingency, yet the mention of these qualifying clauses will 
involve the fault of pleonasm. Let us admit the justice of the contention, 
though it is not admissible as set forth above, that the suggested sense loses 
its superiority to the expressed sense in samdsokti (speceh of brevity) etc. 
and a word subordinates its meaning to the ulterior suggested meaning. 
This does not require a statement, The fact that word and йз expressed 
sense used as means to the communication of the suggested meaning 
necessarily implies that the former are subordinate to the latter. To state 
explicitly what is known by implication is also a case of pleonasm like the 
‘statement that one hears with his ears. It will be a poor defence to say that 
the explicit statement of an implied fact is made for the purpose of clarifica- 
tion, But such clarification of an obvious fact is as uncalled for as the restate- 
ment of a fact stated."* 

What has been said in respect of word and meaning and their alleged 
relation to the suggested sense, also applies to what are cited as instances 
of dhvani based оп lakşanê (secondary function). Primary function (abhidhd) 
is the only operation possible in a word by means of which it denotes its 
meaning. Laksand "(secondary function) is not predicable of words but 
belongs to the primary sense and the question of subordination of the meaning 
of the word does not arise. It will be shown that Гарай is also a case of 
inference. Аз regards the relation of necessary concomitance (»ydpti) between 
word and the suggested sense which (concomitance) is the basis of suggestion 
ог inference, it does not belong to them, The зо called suggested sense із 
understood by means of inference and this is possible on the basis of neces- 
sary relation between the primary sense as probans and the suggested meaning 
аз the probandum, Word cannot be the probans because there is no neces- 
sary relation between it and the suggested sense as a probandum. So all the 
examples cited by Anandavardhana, аз cases of laksandmilé-dhvani are 
wide of the mark? 

‘There is another powerful objection against the definition of йет. 
It has been set forth in the definition that word and meaning are subservient 
to the suggested sense. But it ought to have been stated that the self-same 
‘conditions are also operative in the case of abhidhd i.e. the primary function 
of word. This function is also found to be subservient to another i.c., the 
Suggested sense and as such should be regarded as a case of dhvani. For 


1 Vyabhicdrasambhavayor api vi yat svirthayor upasarjantkrtatvavacansés tat punaruk- 
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instance, in the figure dipaka’* and the like the palm of superiority naturally 
belongs to upamd and «раќа is only а means to it. Alambdras (figures) 
are nothing but ways of abhidhd and not to be subsumed under word ог 
meaning (iabda and artha). In order to make the definition complete even 
from his own point of view, Anandavardhana should have stated that not 
only word or meaning but also abhidhd is subordinated to the suggested 
sense in divani. In the dipaka etc. ырата is suggested and as such, word, 
meaning and the function of the word, of which different figures are individual 
instances are necessarily subservient to the suggested meaning. The assertion 
of Anandavardhana that the primary meaning is not subservient to the 
suggested meaning in these cases is unjustifiable. The contention that the 
primary sense has the primacy over the suggested sense is not based on fact, 
‘That dipaka ete. are alamkdras (figures) is due to the charmingness of the 
suggested meaning i.e. upama. So Anandavardhana is guilty of omission 
of an important fact. He cannot by any manner of means debar these cases 
from the purview of divani.* 

It may be contended that the subordination of abhidhd (primary function) 
necessarily follows from the subordination of the meaning and so there 
is no omission. Tt would be а case of pleonasm as Mahimabhat{a himself 
maintains that statement of an implied fact also comes within the scope of 
this defect. But this contention would be suicidal, since the subordination 
of the word also is understood by implication from the subordination of the 
meaning and as such it should not have been included in the definition, 
otherwise the inclusion of abhidhd would be necessary. 

‘The purport of this contention is that in the definition of dhvant word 
and meaning have both been said to be subordinate, but ‘word’ being neces- 
sarily subordinate even to its expressed meaning must necessarily be subor- 
dinate to the suggested meaning. The expressed meaning implies the sugges- 
ted meaning and as such is a means to the latter. Word is the means to the 
‘communication of the expressed meaning and the latter to that of the sugges- 
ted meaning. Word is thus subordinate to the meaning which is subordinate 
to the suggested meaning. What is subordinate to "А which is subordinate 
to *В' is necessarily subordinate to the latter ‘B', So the inclusion of ‘word’ 
in the definition is a case of pleonasm. Not only ‘word’, but also its function 
called abhidhd is subordinate to the expressed meaning and the latter is 
subordinate to the suggested sense. If it were argued that the statement is 
made for the sake of clarification, then there is no reason for excluding 
‘abhidhé from the definition, particularly when all figures of speech are 
different species of abkidhd. Since there is no intrinsic difference between 


э Apristuta-prastutayob ekadharmibhisambandhao yadê syåt аба dipakam tu niga- 
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them the omission of it cannot be accounted for in any conceivable 
way.” 

Again considered from the logical standpoint, it must be admitted that 
word has no function apart from conveying its relevant primary meaning 
and it will be shown that word cannot convey any other meaning by means 
of any other function in respect of which it might be supposed to subor- 
dinate its primary meaning. It is the meaning alone, which can serve this 
Purpose фий logical ground (hetu). 

То sum up: Mahimabhat{a sets himself to the task of demolishing the 
апі theory propounded by Anandavardhana. It is his contention that 
dhvani i.e., the suggested meaning is no doubt understood from the expres- 
sed meaning, because there із a well-recognised relation between the two. 
‘The so-called suggestion is not a matter of pure fancy or caprice. On close 
examination it will be found that this relation between the expressed and the 
‘suggested meaning is definitely logical in character. Were it an illogical, 
capricious and arbitrary relation, the suggested meaning would not be 
capable of being understood by others. But what is the nature of this logical 
relation, which is insisted by Mahimabhajta? The answer is given as 
follows: 

АП verbal propositions are cases of inference. We utter sentences to 
convey our purpose and this has a pragmatic consequence. Sentences are 
uttered for the purpose of inducing a person to do some act or to dissuade 
him from doing something. Action, positive or negative, is the consequence 
of the understanding of the meaning of the sentence. Whenever a speaker 
utters a sentence he wants the person addressed to pursue ог desist from a 
course of action. This is made possible by the fact that sentences have made 
the person addressed understand the meaning. But if the meaning under- 
stood were not related as a means to an end there would be no activity. 
So it must be admitted that words are the means to the understanding of 
the meanings and the meanings understood are the means to and the condi- 
tion of the volitional activity of the persons spoken to. Now this relation 
of means and end is nothing but that of probans and probandum. In other 
words, the relation is logical as between smoke and бге It will be shown 
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MAHIMABHATTA’S THEORY ON MEANINGS OF TERMS. 
AND SENTENCES 


secriON 1 


Mahimabhatla now makes a digression. He postpones the proof of his 
thesis that all suggestions are cases of logical inference. He proposes to 
examine the nature of word and sentence, which are the necessary fuctors 
of linguistic usage. This digression in the shape of the examination of word 
is occasioned by the assertion of Anandavardhana that word and meaning 
аге conditions of suggestion. His discourse on the function of words and 
meanings, though a digression, is inspired by the motive of proving the 
untenability of the definition of “айнан. As we have set ourselves to the 
tusk of giving an exposition of Mahimabhatfa’s work, we follow him accord- 
ing to his plan. 

Words are of two kinds, viz. (1) a part of speech (pada) and (2) а sen- 
tence (väkya). ОГ these a part of speech is of several kinds, viz. (1) ndman 
(significant expression), (2) dkhydua (verb) (3) upsarga (prefix), nipata (inde- 
clinable) and (5) karmapravacaniya. The three latter varieties will be shown 
tê be more ог less subservient to nouns or verbs. Of these the nåmans (nouns) 
Significant expressions аге of various kinds differing as they do according 
to their different connotations. Thus class-names, for instance, a jar, а piece 
of cloth have different class characters as the determinants of their meaning. 
‘The jar is a class-name and denotes all facts which are found to possess 
the class-character of being a jar. This class-character із the connotation 
of all such words. Secondly, there are words which signify quality such 
as, white, blue etc. Whiteness is a quality and this determines the meaning 
of the word ‘white’ so also blueness and the like. They are called quality- 
names. Thirdly, there are words, which connote action, for instance, а cook, 
а reader and the like. These terms connote action, viz. cooking, reading 
ete. and the connotation determines their use in the relevant senses. Fourthly, 
there are words which connote dravya (substance) and are called substance- 
words. The clubman dungi, the horned animal (visdn/), the meaning of 
these words are determined by substances, viz, club or horn as the connota- 
Поп? But a question may be raised regarding proper names which are 
arbitrarily affixed to persons or things Qadrechässbdainsiance, disha. 
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is an unmeaning Word and as such, cannot be placed under any one of the 
heads enumerated above. Ruyyaka asserts that they are also to be regarded 
аз class-names, A word first denotes itself and then the meaning. The word 
dittha, if it does not denote an objective fact by itself, at least denotes that 
it is a word which is different from other words. This verbal individuality 
may be regarded as its intrinsic class-character (зуајал) or as affixed to an 

dividual person stands for that individual in and through its different 
stages of growth and development. Thus ‘ditcha’, ‘John’ ete. denotes the 
child, the youth and also the old man bearing this пате," ‘This four-fold 
classification of words according to their signification is set forth apparently 
оп the authority of Patafjali, the author of the Mahdbhagya. 

Mahimabhatta now expounds the view of a class of linguistic thinkers 
who hold that action (Kriya) is the sole and solitary connotation of all names 
and зо all names should be placed under one category and dubbed as action~ 
words (kriyafabde). Action is the connotation of all names. This may 
apparently be supposed to be derived from the view of the etymologists 
Witiruktas) who derive all words from verbal roots. But we shall see that 
Mahimabhatta strikes a note of dissension and protests against this identi- 
fication. It is a novel theory perhaps conceived by Маћітађћаца, Accord- 
ing to this theory, even what are regarded as class-names, such аз ghdta 
баг) рага (cloth) and so on are at bottom connotative of action and so should 
be regarded as action words (kriydiabda), Since connotation is the basis 
of classification of words, a каа (jar) is what behaves as such. The so-called 
jathood and the like cannot be the logical connotation of these terms, It 
is the action of being a jar that determines its use. It is immaterial whether 
this action is due to the class-character or otherwise. Whatever be the 
сазе, the fact that action is the connotation of these terms cannot be set 
aside by any amount of argument. Even, if it be conceded, that class-charac- 
ter is a necessary part of the connotation, the jar, for instance, cannot be 
called by the name of ghafa (jar) unless it discharges the function of the 
jar. If the so-called jar does not act as jar, that is to say, if it does not dis- 
charge the function proper to it, such as drawing ог containing water etc. 
it cannot be legitimately designated as a jar.* If action were not the deter- 
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mining connotation, there would be no logical bar to a piece of cloth being 
called ‘jar? because both are bereft of the action proper. The example of 
ghata (jar) is given only by way of illustration. All words quality of substance 
OF class-names are also susceptible of this explanation e.g. white (д/а) 
means an entity which becomes white by an activity of its own, It will be 
found in the course of our enquiry that action makes a thing what itis and 
this action is the real connotation of the word.* It may be argued that 
Naicuktas, the etymologists and a class of Vaiyākaraņas headed by Sikatii- 
yana hold that all words are derived from verbal roots. Thus for instance, 
the word ghata Gar) is derived from Vghat which means exertion. So the 


"Бума hi pato’pi ghatavyapadetavisayah хук. Ghajanakiryakartetvibhivavidesat. 
1 


* The argument seems to be stated elliptically, It is the view of a class of 
that the universal (M) jarhood and the like are ubiquitous (arrapar). Thus jarhood 
may exist fn а piece of cloth also and so also horschood, cowhood ete. Though all 
universals exist in every individual, the individual is not indiscriminately named jar 
өг horse or cloth and so forth. The Naiyayikas explain this difficulty by the hypothesis 
that a particular universal inheres in а particular class of entities. Though other 
universals may be factually preseat, they do not relate to it by way of inherence (wma 
dya), Thus for instance, cowhood may be present even in a horse together with 
horsehood but cowhood remains detached and it is only horschood which inheres 
in it, What universal inheres in what individual ix determined by experience of the 
Individual manifesting the universal clast-character, Mahimabhaj(a as an exponeat 
of the theory that action is the sole connotation of words seems to differ from the 
Naiyäyikas. He affirms that it is the action which determines the use of the term 
‘of the universal or universals that may be present in it. The jar has an 
Individuality of its own which is clearly exhibited by the action proper to И. And 
the universal need not be regarded аз the determining connotation when its presence 
сап be proved by means of action. He contends that phata (a jar) is called as such, 
‘because it discharges the action of being a jar, in other words, because it is the agent 
of the action. 
"Nahi бйим andpadyamdina evårthab bukla iti wyapadeyium iakyat, o, 
УУ, 1, p. 











* Words are classified under three or four heads: 
Ф) Расаа, Päjhaka, there words are placed under the first head e.g. pdcaka is derived, 
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theory sponsored by Mahimabhatfa is not anything new." In reply to this 
contention Mahimabhatta asserts that this is undoubtedly the position of 
the etymologists. But the old theory only stresses the etymology of words, 
‘The meaning of the verbal root explains the derivation of the word. But 
there is a vital difference. The meaning of the root is not regarded as the 
connotation of the word in all cases. It may be called *vyutparrinimitn?, 
the derivative meaning and not Pravritinimiria, the meaning that determines 
the application of the word to an object, Thus the word "go" (cow) is derived 
from у? gam which means the act of going. But this is not regarded an the 
connotation of the word "go" (cow). On the contrary, the фоли (cowness 
ог the cow-univerral) which occasionally coincides with the act of going is 
regarded as the real connotation. The act of going is the derivative meaning 
which has little bearing on the conventional meaning of the word, Thus 
а cow is called ‘go’ irrespective of the consideration whether it gocs or is 
rest, What is stressed in the theory propounded here is the fuet that 
action is necessarily the Pravritinimitta i.e. the real connotation. It is the 
action of becoming а cow which is the connotation and not the act of move- 
ment which is an accident.” This theory has the merit of justifying the use of 
‘past participle (Куй) in the apparent absence of another verb. It is laid 
down by Papini that between two verbs having the same subject, the 
previous verb is to be stated with the suffix" (Агуй) and thus the expression 
Sndtvd Vrajati (having bathed he goes) serves as a concrete instance of it. 

The two acts viz. bathing and going relate to the same subject as occurring 
successively. The previous act is signified by the suffix (Аг). But there аге 
uses of лй even when there is no other verb. This has caused difficulty 
which will be found to be only apparent and not real, The other verb is 
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present in the noun as a formative element and so there are two verbs. And 
thus both Pagini's rule and logical relationship are satisfied. Take the 
сазе of the use Vipacya као bhavati—it becomes a jar by undergoing 
calcination. How are we to account for this use? There must be two verbs, 
Will bhavari be the succeeding verb? Mahimabhatta makes in this connection 
а significant observation, In all such uses, one verb is to be antecedent to 
another, The verb ‘to be" (bhavati) does not satisfy the logical requirement, 
because it means existence and existence is a necessary unfailing character- 
istic of all things. The relation of antecedent and consequent which is under- 
stood from the use of the past participle Агуй is not to be construed with this 
verb ‘to be’, which need not be specifically stated. Even when it is not stated, 
it ix understood and so stands beyond the sphere of this relation. Action 
Whether it is the derivative or conventional meaning is the connotation 
of all words. The relation of antecedence and succession is to be understood 
between the past participle and the verb presentas an clement in the noun 
when there is no other verb. In the case cited above, the antecedence of the 
‘Pakakriyd’, that is, the act of being calcinated is to be'understood in respect 
of the verb ү ghar present as an element in the noun ‘hafa’. The word 
‘ghia! is derived from the root \/ gha with the suffix (де). Whether it be a 
noun or anything else, a word cannot be divested of the meaning of the 
verbal root from which it is derived. Аз a matter of rule, the anteoedence 
of the past participle should be understood in relation to the verb stated, 
either, independently or аз a formative element of the succeeding word and 
not with the verb ‘to be’ which îs necessarily understood. If this procedure 
were not followed, the use of past participle in many such cases as cited 
hereafter would be unaccountable". Consider the verse: 

Srurva'pi nûma badhiro drapea'py andho jado viditva’ pif 

Yo delakdlakaryavyapeksaya, panditah sa pumin [] —УУ. 1, р. 26 

MA man who behaves as deaf even having heard, blind even having seen 
and ignoramus even having understood the point, and thus acts in accor- 
dance with place, time and duty, is entitled to be called wise.” 

‘The acts of hearing etc. are stated as antecedent but the subsequent act 
is not stated. This makes the uses unjustifiable. But we need not feel any 
absurdity if the sudsequent verb is discovered in the predicative adjectives. 
‘Thus the act of hearing is to be construed with the act of being deaf and the 
act of seeing with the act of being blind. In cases where there are a large 
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number of acts the relation of antecedence is to be understood successively 
in order. Thus e.g. having bathed, having eaten, having drunk, the man 
Here the first act is antecedent to the second and the second to 
> In the sentence ‘Vipacyst ghafo bhavati” there are several acts, 
calcination, exertion and the act of being. The antecedence of the act of 
calcination is to be understood in relation to the act of exertion, and not to 
the act of being (bhavar/) in spite of the fact that both “ghaja’ and *bhavati* 
have the nominative suffix added to them. In these cases the subsequent 
act is present in the word as its connotation and the verb is stated азап 
element in the noun formed by adding а kyr sulfix to the verbal root. The 
presence of the verb is disguised by the noun-formative suffix and this causes 
the illusion that there is more than one nominative and hence the use of the 
past participle is regarded as unwarranted.** Consider the following verse of 
Майа: 
‘Sifirakilam apSsya guņo'sya nab ka iva Sitaharasya kucopmanab/ 
Iti dhiyã' starusab parirebhire ghanam ato namato’ numatin priya. 
(SPV. ҮІ, 65) VV. 1, р, 27, 
“Barring the cold season, what is the utility of the heat of our breasts meant 
to dispel cold"? Having thought thus, the damsels set aside their anger 
and clasped their lovers falling at their feet(in submission) in tight embrace, ""1* 
Here the subsequent action is found to be in the adjective ‘syaharasya" 
qualifying *kucosmanal’. The commentators have tried to solve the diff- 
culty by regarding ‘apdsya’ as an expletive indeclinable particle having the 
semblance of a past participle. But this stratagem is uncalled for, if the theory 
is adopted.* Again in, 
Nirîkşya samrambhanirastadhairyam Radheyam Arädhita- 
Jamadagnyam/ 
Asamskrtesu prasabham bhayesu jiyeta Mytyor api 
иаһ.// 


paksapai 
—Кїнйа, ПІ. 21, УУ. 1, p. 28 
“Having seen the son of Rãdhî, who has propitiated the son of Jamadagni 
(ie. Parasurima from whom he has acquired the mastery of the science 
af arms), with his patience dispelled by anger, even Death will perforce 
fall into the grip of fears which were never experienced by him”. Here in 


© Bahvigu ca visu uttarottarakriyäpekyam parvaparvakriy®-paurvaklyads, yathā 
чама bhuktva руй утајан 'lyãdau. Ibid, 1, p. 26 
=. Atra са vipacanaghatanabhavanarip’ bahvyab kriyā ity atra ‘pi ghatandpeksam 
Vipscanasya tad bhavitum arhaty eva, ubhayatrd’ pi kartrpratyayanirdesivisesat, 
УУ, 1, р. 26 
iyabanta- 


зе у atra КисоутараЬ kartur harapakriya. Ata' eva kecid apisy'ety ayam 
‘pratirapako niplta’ iti wrakhystavantab УУ, Lp. 27 
Tn this connection the varia lectio adopted by the celebrated commentator Mallinatha 
deserves mention. He has preferred to retain the reading *Sikiramisam’ in Yeu of 
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this verse the past participle ‘nitky? requires another verb but it is not 
ostensibly present. This has puzzled the commentators. But the grammatical 
anomaly is only apparent. There are three verbs—nirtkgsinet (seen), Вау 
(fear), and paksepdrat (fall into the grip). But the second and third verbs 
are implicit in the words ‘bhaye and ‘peksaparah’. The second verb ‘fear’ 
is present in the word ‘bhaya’ in the locative case-ending and is given as the 
‘object of the verb ‘pat (to fall) present as an clement in the word ‘pakyapdtah’. 
It is the contention of Mahimabhatja that the subsequent verb may be implicit 
ог explicit and this disposes of the anomaly. There is only difference 
in the form of statement. If we analyse the meaning of the sentence and 
convert it into verbal forms it will be like this: 
Mrtyur eva hi nirtksate bibheti рае са patati. УУУ. 1, р. 28 
‘Thus stated the antecedents of the act of seeing to the act of fearing and of 
the fatter to the act of falling becomes obvious. Further, їп the sentence, 
“Yam drstvd’pi samutsuke manasi me тї'пуй karoty dspadam, 
the presence of the second verb is to be found in the adjective ‘Samursuke’ 
as the act of being eager. The verb signifying this act is implicit in the adjec~ 
tive ‘samursuke’ qualifying the mind which is stated in the locative case and 
means that it is not the locus of another woman. The meaning of the sentence 
in English will be thus. "Ву seeing whom no other woman сап find a place 
in any mind eager for her’. Here in the sentences stated, there appear to be 
two subjects and two verbs which cannot be directly construed as antecedent 
and consequent, But if the act of seeing is construed with the act of being 
eager, implicit in the adjective ‘samutsuke’, the grammatical difficulty dis- 
appears." In the sentence “samsmrtyw na Sdntirasti те" (By remembering 
there is no peace of mine). The second verb is present in the word ‘Santi 
which is construed with the subject in the genitive case. The sentence may 
be converted into another in which the relation of antecedent and conse- 
quent between the two verbs belonging to the same subject becomes obvious, 
viz. "Aham simsmrtya na #дтуйт! (remembering 1 find no peace). The 
ement as it is, if taken at its surface value will give rise to the illusion 
of two grammatical subjects.'* In some cases the omission of the subject 
and also of the verb gives rise to the illusion of different subjects. The 
following is the example of the omission of the subject: "Now all persons 
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the former), What would you gain, O Lord of Kuros, by honouring Hari, 
Who is devoid of all excellences."™ 

In the above sentence “man is the subject of both the acts of noticing 
and honouring. This is not stated because it is known by implication’ 
(sdmarthya-siddha). The sentence if put in the form “Sarre pupitsimeeveksitd 
lakah pajyo bhavati™ the difficulty disappears at once. The difficulty ix 
caused by the ommission of man’ as the subject of both sceing and honour- 
ing. And it is further aggravated by the fact that the second act of honouring 
is stated by a Куг suffix yur and made subordinate to the object sirva (all). 

The suppression of the finite verb also causes difficulty. To take an 
‘Without causing distress to others, without making submission 
to a villain and without abandoning the path of the righteous even a little 
thing (gained) is (to be regarded as) much”. In this instance the verb of 
gaining (/abha-kriyd) is not stated and this gives rise to the error of two 
subjects. Mahimabhajta sums up: “When the finite verb is made into a 
categorematic term and stated as an attribute of the agent or made subor- 
dinate to another part of speech or the verb is omitted, these cases become 
‘occasions of the error of plurality of subjects of the past participle and the 
finite verb." “The antecedence and consequence of the verb, i.e. of the act 
denoted by the Агуй is to be understood in respect of material sequence of the 
facts irrespective of the consideration of formal pre-eminence or otherwise™ 
This summary statement requires elucidation which is given by Ruyyaka 
in his commentary. The relation of antecedence and consequence of acts 
is twofold: formal and material, The formal antecedents is to be under- 
stood between the subordinate verb stated with the affix Kîvî and the finite 
verb. The latter is principal and the former is subordinate to it. If there 
is a number of subordinate verbs, the relation of each and every such 
subordinate act is to be construed with one another as subordinate and prin 
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cipal, According to the Mimimsi dictum the subordinate elements are 
i meant to qualify the principal substantive and as such is directly construed 

the latter and not inter se. The subordinate elements are on the same- 
footing and syntactical construction is possible between a subordinate and 
Principal and not among themselves. This is the rule of formal syntax. 
But the actual material relation between the subordinate and the principal 
is not necessarily represented by formal construction. In conformity with 
the uses of pocts and also popular parlance, the relation of antecedents of 
the K1vd is to be interpreted with the materially principal act irrespective 
of the formal status of the latter. Thus in the sentence “sndtvd bhuktvd 
pitvā vrajuti” the antecedents of all the Агудғ is formally understood in respect 
of the finite verb *Vrajati” (goes), But in the actual objective situation such 
relation is understood between the subordinate verbs as indicated below. 

Bathing is antecedent to eating; eating is antecedent to drinking and the 

latter is antecedent to the act of going out. The sentence is elliptical and 
fails to represent the actual relation and rather gives an incorrect version. 
If it is stated in different sentences, e.g. ‘sndti, pibuti, bhuikte, vrajati’ (ihe 
man bathes, drinks eats and walks out). The mutual relation of the verbs 
and of the acts meant is understood in their proper perspective. In the 
examples considered above the incongruance of the antecedence of the Күй 
is not clearly understood because of the verbal difficulty. Mahimabhatja's 
rule of interpretation gives an easy and natural solution of the grammatical 
problem. According to him the formal subordination of the finite verb 
disguised in the shape of a categorematic term framed by а ‘Arr’ suffix is 
of no consequence in the interpretation of the relation of the antecedents 
and the consequents. 

All words noun or adjective have action Kriya аз their connotation, 
In other Words, all such words are derived from verbs and the meaning of 
the verb inherent in them is the principal connotation. Mahimabhatta 
sums up his findings in the following verses and we will now attempt to 
Present an exposition of them in the following paragraphs. 

‘The word "дшш is the name of the jar because it means one, that attains 
to and exhibits the nature of the jar. This attainment is the determining 
Principle of the application of the word {о a particular object. Action is 
the life and soul of all things. And action is diversified by the forms it assumes 
in different things. Thus the principal connotation of the word ‘jar’ should 
be regarded as the act of attaining the nature of jar and not "jamess’ without 
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reference to the act.** The ‘jarness’ is of course, a constituent element of the 
Connotation by virtue of its integration with the class of things called jars. 
According to Panini's rule, ghafa is derived from the root ү ghef + ac. 
But in the assessment of the real connotation of the word the action denoted 
by the verbal root is entirely overlooked and in its place ‘james’ as the 
universal is regarded as the connotation. This results in making the different 
objects passive phenomena, Mahimabhatta, therefore, proposes another 
mode of derivation of words. 
‘What is ghaya (jar)? It is that which by its inherent dynamism manifests 

the nature of ghaya (ghafdpattl laksanakriya). It may however, be urged 
that this dynamism presupposes teleological conception (paramarde) and 
that is not capable of being predicated of inanimate objects. But the objec- 
tion is met by the cardinal tenet of the PratyabhijAd school of Saiva thought, 
It was the national philosophy of Kashmir before the Muslim conquest. 
According to this school God manifests all objects by His own inherent 
power. The objects are not different from and independent of this power 
of divine manifestation (Prakdia) and manifestation is of the nature of 
discursive autonomous thought (purdmuria and svatanira), The emergence 
of the diverse objects, jar etc. is in the ultimate resort due to the act of mani- 
festation which emanates from the dynamic autonomous agency of God 
and the objects which manifest themselves also derive their autonomous 
manifestation from Him. Accordingly the true nature of ghaja (jar) ete. 
is to be understood as this power of self-manifestation.* In conformity 
with this ontological truth the word “ghaya’ should be derived from ‘ghafari' 
that which attains to and manifests the nature of ghaja. This is illustrative 
of all such words. Grammatically йара should be derived from ‘ghayati’ 
which is а nominal verb formed by adding “Kvip’ and the like to the stems 
and the word ghaja is formed? Of course, it may be thought that this 
procedure involves a tautology or begs the question. Ruyyaka anticipates 
this objection. What is ghaja and what is its meaning? The answer is “That 
which attains the nature of ghafa". But this is not intelligible, because it 
the meaning of għaja again. The nature of ghaft cannot be 

understood without knowing the meaning of the word кйш. For this, 
we have to resort to grammarian’s procedure which derives ghar from root 
МУ ghat with the nominative suffix ce. Ruyyaka asserts that the meaning of 
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ghaja as understood from the grammatical derivation is only а part of the 
full meaning i.e. Gharatvaparti-laksana kriy the act of manifesting the nature 
of ghaja. y/Għat is no doubt an element of the full meaning but has no 
independent status of its own. The leading meaning of a word is always 
an action and this action means the attainment of the nature of the object. 
The object is known only when it is manifested and manifestation means the 
conscious teleological activity. The apparent tautology or petitio principii 
is only due to the limitation of not our understanding the specific nature 
of the activity without reference to the specific form of the object. The 
Naiyāyika's explanation that ghara is ‘what is possessed of ghazatva’, i.e. 
the essence of йаа is also open to this objection. We cannot understand 
‘“ghazatva’ without reference to għafa and to explain it by reference to ghajatva 
again will entail the fallacy of vicious-circle or infinite regress. This can be 
obviated only:by considering ghaja as the medium of the activity of mani- 
festation which is eo ipso understood in the process of understanding the 
act of manifestation itself. Whatever be the derivative meaning, action or 
universal, the true meaning of the term which determines its application 
is necessarily the act of attaining existence as such and such modes. The 
universal must be understood as a part and parc! of the individual and it 
сал become so only by being understood as am act which can manifest the 
thing which is to be brought into existence.* The ‘jarness’ (ghayatvd) is 
nothing but the self of the jar, which comes into existence by dint of the 
volitional activity of God. This divine activity is indistinguishable from 
the specific act of entering into existence of the diverse objects. A universal 
‘which Îs not identical with the act is only an idle abstraction. 

‘Of course, this interpretation of the universal qud act as an unorthodox 
look. But it has the imprimatur of PratyubhljAd philosophy and also logical 
sanction, We have already shown how action-connotation makes the uses 
of poets regular and intelligible. This is the pragmatic proof of its validity. 
Logic also requires that the formation of nominal verbs in the sense of 
comparison enjoined by Panini should be restated as simple acts of the agent 
ie. grammatical subject. Thus the nominal verb ‘afvarî' is formed by adding 
Кир to the noun аўта and so also ‘atvîyari' (behaves like a horse), *purrtyari" 
(treats like a son) etc. The idea of likeness of behaviour and treatment 
need not be stated soridem verbis.” The logical meaning should be regarded 
as the ‘act of attaining’ the nature of the subject (Калу). The proposition 
bdleyo “svati means the ass attains the nature of the horse (asvaryam йзййдуа!/). 
It follows from this that the ass acts like the horse since the ass cannot become, 
that is, to say, attain the nature of the horse. The idea of similarity is a 
necessary consequence of this incongruent statement. The assertion “the 
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ass is horse’ is only justifiable as а metaphor which is simile suppressed. 
The meaning of a term is always exertion for attaining existence as 
such and which we have shown in derived from the divine activity of 
self-manifestation in and through the infinite plurality of phenomena. 
If опе looks below the surface, one will be compelled to admit that this 
interpretation is endorsed by Panini himself, Panini is the author of the 
Dhiatupatha i.e. the list of verbal roots with their assigned meanings. Рдоіві 
asserts that the ten roots ү And, ү Rana cto. mean sound (fabdartha) and 
the root ¥ gagi means part of the face, viz. check. The meanings of roots 
cannot be nouns but acts. This can be justified only if it is postulated that 
the meaning of a noun also, is action (Arid). Thus "ата! means’ ‘makes 
sound’ “gangari means’ "becomes а cheek’. ** 

In the light of this theory the use of (Кин) i.e. (lap) in *Vipacya ghajo 
bhavati’ is susceptible of an easy explanation. [уар is used in the sense 
of antecedence of one act to another act done by the same subject. The 
antecedence of the act of calcination is in respect of the act of “ghaand’ 
trying or happening’. This act is a part of the noun’ “ghaja’ or rather, to be 
precise present in the meaning of the noun "лана" itself in spite of the fact 
that nouns ostensibly denote substances. The antecedence must not be 
‘construed with the not “hawt” because the latter is a necessary and invariable 
concomitant of all things A thing and its existence cannot be sundered, 
‘The act of being thus stands aside in the determination of antecedence, 
So also the proposition ‘Adhiiritya pacako "уат, which in English can be 
rendered “by putting the vessel on the oven he becomes a cook’. Here the 
‘antecedence of the act of putting the vessel on the oven is to be understood 
in relation to the act of cooking. But the act of cooking is stated in the 


expressly stated. The relation of antecedent and consequent is to be under- 
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‘stood only in relation to verbs that are not derived from the connotation 
(bahirañga)>* 

In the course of this discourse Mahimabhajja seems to make contradic- 
tory statements. He asserts in one place that the verbal acts чо be’ etc. 
should be regarded as *bahiranga’ (external). Again he urges to treat them 
as ‘antarahga’ (internal), Again he asserts that the relation of antecedents 
is to be understood with reference to a verbal act actually used, and not one 
‘that is understood і.е, not the act of being which is understood. This is the 
second contradiction. 

Ruyyaka as а commentator is not always loyal to the author and he 
seldom disguises his sympathy for the “divani” theory which is the target 
of attack by Mahimabhajja. But in this discourse he is really sympathetic 
and sympathy begets understanding. He explains away this apparent ano- 
тыу. The author asserts in one place that the verbal act of existence ix 
universally applicable and as such stands outside the place “bahiranga’ 
in the determination of antecedence. It is asserted to be ‘anitranhga’ (inter- 
nally inherent) as it is never dissociated from things stated as subject or 
predicate. There is no contradiction in these statements. The existential 
Verb is stated to be bahiranga (external), because the relation of antecedence 
has no bearing upon it, which can be understood in relation to an expressed 
verbal act, Ruyyaka, however, pays a left-handed compliment to the author 
in rounding off his exegesis on this topic. The author who is master of the 
art of defending forelorn causes by his enthusiasm for proving his superior 
skill in debate, has certainly given satisfaction to poets by justifying their 
debatable uses. The use of (ktvd) with reference to different subjects (kar- 
irbheda) is apparently opposed to Pànini's rule and logical compatibility. 
But this incompatibility has been averted by the author by propounding 
the theory that all nouns necessarily convey the sense of action. 

Now words of the category of noun have already been shown to have 
action as their connotation, But verbs denote action pure and simple. 
Both connotationally and denotationally, the verbs stand for action. Upa- 
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Sargas (prefixes to verbs) and indeclinable particles called Nipdtas and 
Karmapratvtcantyas which correspond to preposition and conjunction do 
not mean substance or attribute or action, They are placed in three seperate 
çategories on account of their difference in function and formal usage. 
‘Thus the prefixes ‘pra’ and the rest indicate difference by way of excellence 
ог detraction in the meaning of the verbs (о which they are prefixed. Аз 
Fegards “nipdras’ and the like, they have different forms and meanings and 
Serve to distinguish the verbs and nouns. Thus, in the expressions раса 
Pathati ca (cooks and reads), ‘Devadattao Yajñadattas ca, the ‘ea’ serves 
as the connecting link between the two verbs or two nouns." The karma- 
Pravacantyas are kinds of prepositions which indicate the relation of causality 
and the like between а noun and а verb thus, e.g. "рит али prévargat', 
“It rained after prayer’. “The verb, ‘muttering’, “recital” or contemplation 
is not stated. Anu ‘after’ is the Kurmapravacaniva and its position is fixed, 
that is to say, it occurs after the noun. 

As Bhartrhari says “The different parts of speech are classified under 
two heads, by some and four by others; under two heads, viz. suvanta 
(noun suffix) and riianta (verbal suffix); under four heads, viz, ama (пате), 
Akhyûta (verb), ралат (prepositional prefix) and Nipdra (indeclinable). 
Further again, they are placed under five heads, adding to the preceding 
four and the Karmupravacaniya.” These classes of words are rather abstracted 
from sentences just as ‘prakrti* (the original stem), and ‘praiyayd’ (the suffix) 
are abstracted from individual words.®* A sentence stands in a class apart and 
is of one kind in which the meaning of the verb is the principal factor and 
nouns, adjectives and particles are all subordinate to the former. According 
to the grammarians a sentence is defined as one unit, with a unitary principal 
meaning which is the meaning of the verb supplemented by nouns and 
adjectives, ete, It is complete in sense and does not stand in need of any 
other word. And if any clement is omitted, it becomes incomplete and 
requires that element to make it self-sufficient.” 
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SECTION п 
Mahimabhajta has made а long digression, which has been occasioned 
by the insertion of word ‘sabde in the definition of dhvdnl. This digression 
has given a scope for voicing a theory of his own regarding the meaning of 
‘ndmuns* which are nouns or adjectives. Now he takes up artha (i.e. meaning) 
as another clement of лалі. The meaning is two-fold viz. 
(суш) and (И) inferred (апитеуш). The first is the meaning which is directly 
conveyed by the word through convention. This is also called the primary 
(mukhya) meaning. As has been said, “That meaning which the word 
conveys as soon аз it is uttered”. The other meaning вишта (secondary) 
is understood by an intellectual effort, ie. by virtue of the necessary relation 
subsisting between the primary meaning and a meaning inferred from it as 
the other. The primary meaning serves as the logical ground from which 
another meaning is understood. The latter is always known by inference. 
That is of three kinds, viz, (0) а matter-of-fact, (1) a figure, (00) rasa and the 
like. Now the first two kinds may also be known by the primary function 
of the word but the third variety is always known by inference alone. The 
meaning of a part of speech is always known by abhidhd, It is a unitary fact 
and not capable of being analysed into simpler elements. It must, therefore, 
be known as one whole. It can never be known by inference, which is possible 
on the basis of probans and probandum and the necessary relation subsisting 
between them. The primary meaning of the word is to be accepted without 
question as one i.e. established by convention without apparent thyme and 
reason. We cannot ask why the word “Аан” (jar) should mean a jar and not 
anything else." 

‘The meaning of a sentence is regarded also as one unitary whole by the 
grammarians. This may be the ultimate meaning—one unanalysable whole. 
But so far as our empirical understanding is concerned, it is understood only 
by analysing it into a subject and predicate. The predicate again may be an 
established fact or may stand in need of justification. Ruyyaka in this 
connection observes that the justification (иррдишла) is not properly an 
inference. Because the subject-matter which is to be established by а justi- 
fleatory clause is not an unknown fact. In inference the predicate 
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_ probandum is always a fact not known before and not stated in the sentence, 
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Justification may be accomplished by reasoning or by way of showing that 
а particular fact is an instance of a general rule or that the general rule 
finds expression in a particular. Of course, the fact of justification may be 
accomplished by the same process of logical reasoning as implied in pure 
inference, He deduces this conclusion from the fact that Mahimabhata 
Places unumeydrtha (inferable meaning) apart from the vdeydrtha (expressed 
meaning) of a sentence. The inferred meaning is that what is maintained 
by the advocate of dhvani as the suggested sense. 

Descriptions of natural facts also comprise two clements, viz. subject 
(amevddya)* and predicate (vidheya). But if the predicate be a matter of 
established fact it does not stand in need of justification by reasoning. To 
take a concrete instance. “There is in the north the King of mountains, 
the Himilayas, who is a divinity incarnate’. The proposition states what 
is quite known. When a proposition states a fact not known, it must consist 
of two parts, that is to say, the one serving as the reason, the probans or 
logical ground, and the other as unknown predicate to be inferred, ie. 
the probandum. Necessarily the subject portion sets forth the probans, 
the reason and the predicate portion the probandum. The relation between 
the two as probans and probandum, is to be understood in terms of neces- 
sary concomitance™ (avindbhdva). This necessary concomitance must be 
understood on the strength of unimpeachable evidence, which is of three 














These names are significant “anvariha’. The subject is а known fact and therefore 
its statement js called "атина, literally afterstatement. These words freq 
‘occur in ‘Mimdmud” and Vydkorana’. The statement of the subject by itself is 
justifiable, because it does not give any new information. Mt is justified only 

‘the predicate is affirmed of it without which the predicate would be a 
attribute. It is the predicate which is the most important part of the; 
it states а fact that was not known before (ajñàrajàdpako тийиб). 
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kinds; (1) convention based on popular experieace or belief, (2) scriptural 
authority the Veda’ and (3) psychological truth.** 

‘The example of the first type viz. convention based on popular experience 
and belief is as given by Kalidasa in his Kumarasambhava, “О lover of women, 
by whom (the angry woman) have you been rejected, in spite of prostrating 
yourself at her feet on account of your fresh offence? Tell me, I will make 
her person afflicted with strong repentance and compel resort to the bed 
of fresh leaves.” In this statement the relation of cause and effect between 
prostration and rejection and offence and anger is known from experience 
of the ways of the world (Lokapramdna-siddha). That a woman takes offence 
at the misconduct of her lover and flying into а fit of anger rejects the impor- 
tunities of the lover, are facts too well-known to need any further ratiocina- 
Чоп. The probans and the probandum are stated as adjectives to the subject. 
Another instance of this popular belief is found in the verse below; “Laksmi, 
the goddess of beauty cannot enjoy the pleasure afforded by the qualities 
‘of lotus when residing in the moon; when again residing in the lotus she 
does not enjoy the beauty of the moon. Having however, resorted to the 
face of Uma the fickle gooddess enjoyed the pleasure derived from both". 
‘The reason why the pleasure of the qualitics of the moon and the lotus 
‘cannot be enjoyed by Lakymf simultaneously is to be found in the popular 
experience that the lotus closes her petals at night and the moon does not 
arise in the day. The reasons have not been stated by the poet because they 
are too well-known,“ 

‘The second based on the evidence of scripture includes “Zrihasa' (the 
Rûmûyand and the Mahabharata) the Purduas and *Dharmasdstras’ (the 
law books) which are derived from the Vedas. The causal relation implied 
is understood from scriptural authority аз in the following case. “The 
Himalayas could not make the proposal of offering his daughter to Mahadeva 
who did not solicit for her hand. A good person adopts a policy of indiffer- 
ence on account of the insult involved in the rejection of his overture,” In 
the statement adverted to above, the relation of cause and effect subsisting 
between solicitation of the groom and the offering of the bride and negatively 
between their absence is to be known from an injunction of the Sastra. 
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pat 








32 Studies in Mabimabharta 


gs may be given unsolicited, О Bharata, but food, knowledge and 
a daughter cannot be offered to a person who does not express his solicitation 
for the same.” Here the ‘solicitor “is the “sampraadina’ who is to be a recipient 
of the gift. The sumpradina (recipient of a gift) is stated to be of three kinds, 
viz. (1) One who expresses his consent (2) one who does not reject and 
(3) one who supplicates for gift”. Thus the supplicant is also a recipient 
of a gift. The causal relation between soliciting and offering of bride is 
presupposed in the statement quoted above. It is a case of negative inference 
based on the absence of cause entailing the absence of the effect. It is on 
par with such inference. “There is по smoke here", because there is no fire. 
‘The relation of causality based on internal experience is set forth ax 
follows, “The Lord Siva (the lord of living beings) also passed those days 
with gecat difficulty, yearning for the company of the daughter of the Moun- 
tain, Whom will not those emotions overpower when they are found to 
affect even God himself”? “The causal relation between the difficulty of 
passing days and yearning for the company of the Goddess is known from 
internal experience. So one statement acts as the logical ground of another. 
Now this causal relation may be expressed or implied. Further, the pro- 
bandum and thè probans may each be set forth as the meaning of an indi- 
vidual word ог of a sentence. The meaning of an individual word (padärtha) 
may be either a universal (jär), quality (guna), an act (Kriya), or а substance 
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(dravya). The probans and probandum may be stated as attributes in appo- 
sition or in different cases. The meaning of a sentence always has action 
as the principal element and it may be stated in different forms or ways on 
account of the difference of the cases (kdrakas). And again by permutation 
and combination there may occur a large number of varieties exhibiting 
intermixture of substantives and attributives. A few examples will suffice 
to bring home this logical relation in sentences. The following is a case of 
ап attribute serving as the probans. "Не (the king Ойра) was the veritable 
father of his subjects and their actual fathers were only responsible for their 
birth; because it was he who made provision for their education, protection 
and maintenance”. In the example the probans has been explicitly stated 
in the fifth case-ending bearing the sense of raison d'etre (hetu). In the verse 
quoted below, the relation of causailty is implied because the probans and 
the probandum are stated as qualifying adjectives without any suffix соппо- 
ting causal relation. “The prosperity of enemies, though of considerable 
magnitude, is tolerated by a wise man if it is calculated to end in disaster 
{of the former). But even a great destitution calculated to end in ultimate 
Prosperity is not tolerated (by a person who wants to achieve his well-being).”” 
In this instance the toleration of enemy's prosperity is justified by its tendency 
to disaster and intolerance of destitution by its trend to ultimate prosperity. 
‘The relation is one of cause and effect and logically as of probans and pro- 
bandum which has to be deduced from implication." Again the probans 
may be stated by an individual word with a significant suffix and the relation 
of causality and logical entailment is directly expressed without reference 
to the relation of attribute and substantive. “A king meets his doom by 
evil counsel, the ascetic by attachment, the son by indulgence, the Brahmana 
by want of study, а family by а bad son, moral character by association 
with wicked persons, feeling of decency by wine, agriculture by want of 
Personal supervision, affection by sojurn in a foreign land, friendship by 
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want of love, prosperity by impolicy and wealth by reckless squan- 
dering, ea 

The relatîon of probans and probandum again may be set forth by whole 
sentences. It may be either directly expressed or implied. Consider the follo- 
wing instance, “In this lake, Т am definitely persuaded that the cupid in the 
shape of an elephant is lying submerged with his shoulder lobes emerging 
as the swelling brreasts, since the water of loveliness is tossed by the ripples 
in the form of the abdominal lines and is tending to overflow the bank of 
her hips, wherein the tremulous eyes are acting as sporting fishes.” In this 
verse the young damsel has been metaphorically described as a lake and 
cupid as an elephant. It serves to exemplify the relation of probans and 
probandum directly expressed by words. 

‘The causal relation is implied in the following two cases e.g. "О my 
friend, forbid him, the saucy youth, who intends to speak something (a: 
is evident) from his quivering upper lip. Not only one Who speaks Ш of a 
great person but also one who hears him incurs sin.” The second line sets 
forth the probans and the first the probandum. This logical relation subsists 
between two propositions. To take another apposite instance of it. “If 
you want heaven (for residence) your labour is in vain; the regions of your 
father are dwelling places of gods. If, again; you want a husband, away with 
your austerities. A gem need not set out in quest (of а buyer), but on the 
contrary fs the object of sedulous pursuit. The relation between the pre- 
ceding and the succeeding clauses in the first and second lines is obviously 
‘one of logical implication. The pursuance of a thing is justified if it is remote 
ог difficult to attain, being in the grip of another person, Both these condi- 
tions are lacking; so the practise of austerities is in vain, It is a logical conclu- 
sion following from the premise stated in the succeeding clause. The second 
line viz, practise of austerities for the gaining of a suitable husband is declared 
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to be u needless pursuit on the ground that а supplicant is not to be suppli- 
cated. 

It is undeniable that Mahimabhatta has made a digression in courese of 
Which he wanders far away from his main objective of proving the impossi- 
bility of suggestiveness (dineri). Suggestion of one sense by another 
is а case of logical inference according to Mahimabhatta. His object seems 
to be two-fold: one principal and another subsidiary. The principal object 
is to demolish the theory of suggestion propounded by Anandavardhana. 
‘The subsidiary object is consequential to it. He has given his observations 
оп the nature of words and meanings, which are noted for their striking 
originality. His speculations on the connotation of words, that it is always 
action and action alone, and not universal (jat/) or quality (gum) or action 
(riya) ог substance (дауу) based on the four-dold classification of the 
author of the Mahdbhdyya, bespeak his boldness and love of the bizarre. 
He has next set forth his theory that sentences mean propositions which 
consist of elements that are logically connected as probans and probandum 
(sdidhana and sddhya). All significant sentences which are statements of 
mere commonplace facts must have action (kriyd) as the principal objective 
and there must be justification for each assertion; in other words, they 
must be susceptible of conversion to logical syllogisms, We have dealt with 
the direct signification of words and sentences in the foregoing paragraphs 
following the lead of Mahimabhatta. Though the relation between two 
‘clauses or sentences is always logical as probans and probandum, Mahima- 
bhatta does not regard these cases as а matter of inference. Since the con- 
clusion and the logical ground are stated roridem verbis. They are not cases 
of suggestion (Алмат as maintained by Anandavardhana. In “малі? as a 
species of poetry, the suggested meaning is not expressed. According to 
Mahimabhatta, the suggested meaning is only what is inferred. The pevious 
argument has little direct bearing on ‘dhwani’, It seems that Mahimabhatta 
Prepares the ground for his main objective. He shows that all significant 
statements are governed by the laws of logic. They are significant because 
they seek to drive home a conclusion warranted by logical reasons. When 
this is true even of directly expressed facts, it must be all the more true of 
sentences in which the probandum (the major term) is not directly expressed, 
but deducdd. This deduced fact is regarded as conveyed by suggestion 
according to Anandavardhana, whereas it is a case of inference pure and 
simple, according to Mahimabhatta. 
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SUGGESTION (ОНУАМІ) 15 A CASE OF INFERENCE 


Mahimabhajta now examines the examples of “dhvani’ given by Anandavar- 
dhana. An example of “лат” in which the primary sense is not intended 
10 be expressed on account of the contradiction involved in it is given by 
Anandavardhana as follows; “Three kinds of persons collect the flowers 
of gold from the tree known as the earth, viz, the hero, the man of educa- 
tion, and one who knows how to serve." Obviously the earth as а 
tree with flowers of gold is an impossible idea. So the words cannot be 
taken in their primary meaning and the intended meaning should be under- 
‘stood by /ak sand i.e. the secondary function, The secondary meaning accord 
ing to Abhinavagupta is that these three classes of persons acquire wealth 
without ado, The suggested meaning is that these persons are worthy of 
admiration and emulation." Muhimabhaf{a does not believe in any other 
function of word than primary denotation, abhidhd. Гайдара according to 
him is also nothing but а case of inference (anwmdna). The meaning that the 
three classes of persons easily acquire wealth is directly inferred. Suggestion 
а verbal function would be shown to be a case of inference? The meaning, 
that is not stated, is inferred and not suggested. As we have observed before 
these cases stand in a different category from the propositions considered 
before as governed by logical relation between their parts. 

‘There are cases which involve more than one inference, that is to say, 
the inferred meaning again becomes the ground of inference of another. 
“Parvatl struck her friend with the garland without uttering а word, When 
after having painted her feet, she (friend) blessed her (Parvati) with the 
Joking remark, “Touch with these feet the digit of the moon that decorates 
your husband's head.” This striking with the garland of her friend by Parvati 
makes one infer feelings of curiosity, eagerness, joy, bashfulness and the 
like. The latter again makes possible the inference of her love for lord Siva 
her spouse.* Further, "When the divine sage communicated his message, 

э Suvarvapuspäm prthivim cinvanti purusis trayab/ 
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Suggestion (Dhvani) is а Case of Inference эт 


Рагуай standing by the side of her father with her face bent down, counted 
the petals of the lotus held as а decoration.” The speech of Narada, the 
divine sage and the vicinity of her father are the causes of her feeling of 
bashfulness indicated by her bent-down face and counting of the petals of 
the lotus. This bashfulness again serves as the ground of inference of her 
love for Siva.* Similarly, consider the descrip lady 
presented with flowers by her beloved husband calling her out by the name 
of а co-wife. Upon this she without uttering a word of protest or remons- 
trance only scratched the ground with her toes. Here being addressed by 
the name of her co-wife is the cause of her feeling of shame indicated by 
= silence and this inferred silence again gives rise to the inference of jealousy. 

lousy.* 

Now we have found that all verbal propositions are composed of two 
elements, one probans and another probandum. When the inferred object 
is а matter-of-fact ог a figure of speech the sequence between the expressed 
sense and the inferred fact is easily perceptible. But when rasa or any other 
‘emotion is understood by inference, the sequence is not perceived and this 
gives rise to the illusion of simultaneous occurrence of the expressed and 
implied meanings, And this is further responsible for the supposition that 
the relation between the expressed sense and rasg is one of revelation. But 
this appellation of revelation can at the most be a case of false identification 
(aupacdrika). The experience of rasa occurs so rapidly that the sequence 
isnot felt, just as is the case with the revelation of a portrait or fresco-painting 
revealed by light in darkness.” Here the revelation of an existing fact and the 
sudden emotion of joy following upon it are based upon fact, whereas the 
‘cane of rasdt-experience is the result of a process of inference. It is this con- 
fusion between revelation and sudden inference which gives rise to the mis- 
taken theory of dhvani. 

‘One may raise an objection; why should an inferred meaning have better 
charm than what is expressed? But this is only a futile question. It is a 
matter of experience that a meaning affirmative or negative, understood by 
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inference or a change of intonation has greater appeal than what is direotly 
‘expressed by a word, In the two examples given below the apparent negation 
assumes the sense of affirmation by dint of change of intonation, 

“Will I not crush the hundred Kauravas in the battle field moved by 
irresitible wrath? Will I mot quaff the blood of Dubsasana gushing forth 
from his riven chest? Will I not powder the thighs of Suyodhana with my 
club? Let your king make а treaty on stipulated terms?” 

“I being alive, will the sons of Dhrtarastra be let to be at ease, they who 
by setting fire to the house of lac, serving poisoned food and by luring our 
entry into the council hall struck us in our vitals and wealth and who dragged 
away the vesture of the wife of the Pagdavas and pulled her away by the 
hair?" 

In some cases double negation is used for conveying a positive assertion 
and the effect is more striking. Double negation may relate to substantive 
ог adjective or а verb, This is evident from the following example, “Now 
after casting her eyes down from the king of Айа, the maiden (Indumatl) 
ordered her attendant ‘Move on’. He is not not covetable пог did she not 
know to observe (loveliness). But persons have diverse tastes.” The double 
negation ‘not nor covetable’ implies that the king was emphatically 
covetable “nor did лог know’ stresses her ability to appreciate, Double 
negation as has been observed by Vamana, makes for a categorical 
affirmation by way of rebutting a possible negation, 

This has also been endorsed by Anandavardhana. “A momentous fact 
acquires greater charm when it is not expressed by relevant verbal expres- 
sions. It із a convention of cultured society that a fact which is more appeal- 
ing to the heart is hinted by suggestion and not expressed by words,“ 














Suggestion (Dhvant) is a Сизе of Inference » 


So far аз suggestion of a figure or of a matter-of-fact is concerned, the 
sequence between the expressed and the suggested sense is quite noticeable. 
There ought not to be any reason for regarding these cases as revelation. 
‘The occurrence of revealer and the revealed is simultaneous and the appren- 
tly simultaneous experience of rasa with the expressed sense gives rise to 
the illusion that it (паза) is revealed or suggested. Suggesteion and revelation 
are used as interchangeable, But where the sequence is quite pronounced 
there is no ground for this illusion even. The application of dhvani or sugges- 
tion as appellation to кизи (matter-of-fact) and alafikara (figure) is therefore, 
without any justification. It has been contended by Anandavardhana that 
the appellation of grammarians is quite capable of being justified. It is the 
theory of the grammarian that the syllables uttered are heard by a person. 
But these uttered syllables are only sounds which have no meaning of their 
own. The sounds are therefore called dhvani. They however reveal the cter- 
nal word which delivers the sense.” The relation between the souds and the 
significant word called sphoru is not one of cause and effect, since the word 
revealed is an eternally existent fact. The relation, therefore, must be regard- 
ей аз one of revealer and revealed. On this analogy the relation between 
word and sense on the one hand and the suggested meaning on the other 
is also regarded аз one of revelation. And word and sense аге called dhvani 
by way of analogy because they are in the same position with sounds which 
reveal the word. But this nomenclature on the basis of analogy is also not 
capable of justification according to Mahimabhatta. Even in the theory 
of aphora it is the relation of cause and effect which makes the one signi- 
сати of the other. The sounds are antecedent to the knowledge of the word 
Gphofi), And though this sphora be eternal, it is the sounds which make it 
known, Sound is, therefore, the cause of the cognition of sphoa and there 
‘also the relation being one of causality in the ultimate resort, the sequence 
of sound (dhvani) and word (sphofa) must be undeniably present. The 
contention of Anandavardhana and his followers that the expressed and 
suggested meanings are cognised simultaneously is only а case of over- 
extension which again is contradicted by logic and experience alike. It has 
been found in the case of words or sense supposed to suggest figure or fact 
that there is a perceptible sequence and so the contention that the former 
reveal the latter does not hold good." 
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It may, however, be argued that the relation of simultancity of occurrence 
between the expressed sense and rasa is a felt fact. Rast is realised as soon 
as the meanings of the wordsare understood. The meanings of words and 
sentences directly communicate the conditions of rasa, viz, vibhdvi, ani- 
bhava, safcdribhava and vyabhicdribhdva. And as soon as they are under- 
Stood there occurs the experience of газа. Therefore, the expressed meaning 
and rasa are felt together and this is the raison d'etre of the appellation of the 
former as dhvani. If there were any other knowledge such as the recollection 
of relation intervening between the knowledge of expressed meaning and 
rasa-experience, there would be no simultaneity. But no such intervening 
Knowledge between the two is experienced. The cognition of the dominant 
moods (sthdyibhdva) viz, love and the like is indistinguishable from the 
cognition of rasa. So the 








Anandavardhana says “In the case of suggestion when one thing reveals 
another, the former reveals its identity when it reveals the other just like 
light `. To be explicit, Pãrvatî counted the petals of the lotus borne as decora- 
tion is an instance of expressed and suggested meaning felt together.” The 
idea is that when one meaning suggests another, the former is cognised along 
with the latter. And this is a case of revelation. The light reveals another 
Object when it reveals itself. The two cases being analogous the relation 
between the two facts viz., the expressed and the suggested meaning, should 
be regarded as simultaneous revelation (of itself, the revelation) of the revealer 
and the revealed. Again it has been said by him (Anandavardhana) “When 
the suggested meaning is understood, it does not exclude that of the expressed 
meaning, The suggested meaning is cognised inseparably with the 
meaning. Therefore the relation between them is to be illustrated by the 
example of the jar and the light. Аз it is found to be the case, that when the 
Jar is revealed by the light, the revelation of light does not disappear, so 
‘When the suggested meaning is understood, there is necessarily the knows 
ledge of the expressed meaning present in it," The main substance of the 
contention is that as the expressed and suggested meanings are felt together, 
in spite of the fact that the knowledge of the former is the condition of that 


M Nanu vibhãvûdivîkyûrthasamakatam адпа bhavindm pratttir upajîyamûnê 
arai ev vadityste. Na tu шша padi adhe 





Suggestion (Dhvant) is а Case of Inference а 


of the latter, they stand in а unique relation which is analogous to that of 
the light and the object revealed by it." 

Now Mahimabhatta subjects the above statements of Anandavardhana 
to а critical analysis. Mahimabhat{a observes that the cognition of the 
expressed sense and that of the suggested sense occur in succession and not 
simultaneously; and that the relation between the two is one of logical 
implication has been unmistakably stated also by Anandavardhana, the 
advocate of the theory of suggestion. He had to make this assertion in course 
of his examination of the nature of expressed sense and the suggested one, 
We are not making any new assertion but propose to draw the attention of 
the advocate of revelation to this fact. Our contention is that the so-called 
suggested meaning follows from the expressed one because the former is 
implied by the latter. The relation is purely logical as it is the case between 
the premises and the conclusion in the syllogistic argument. There is a 
necessary sequence between the two meanings, because one is deduced from 
the other. The relation cannot, therefore, be interpreted in terms of revela- 
Чоп. For instance, the light reveals а portrait immediately without necessita- 
ting the knowledge of relation as а condition of it, In inference the conclu- 
sion and the premises are not known simultaneously, The knowledge of 
the latter precedes that of the former. This is the сазе with all cases of sup- 
posed suggestion or revelation. That one thing suggests another is not a 
matter of chance coincidence like the light falling upon a portrait. The 
contention of the advocate of the dhvani theory is that the expressed and 
suggested meanings are known together and simultaneously like the light 
пай the revealed object. This is contested by Mahîmabhatya. He insists 
that the relation between the two is purely of the nature of logical implica- 
tion as between the premises and the conclusion, And it ix now his point 
that Anandavardhana endorses this view and his conclusion that there is no 
Sequence between the two meanings is due to his haste and oversight. Or 
at the utmost, it is a case of figurative statement which should not be 
treated too literally. 

ш wrt of his contention that there is perfect agreement between 
him and Anandavardhana, he quotes two other statements from the Divan- 
Jidloka, “The proposition that vibhdva, anubhdva and vyabhicdribhava are 
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themselves cognised as rasa is not endorsed by anybody. The experience of 
rasa and the like as necessarily concomitant with that of the vibhdvas, is the 
true experience and consequently the cognition of the former and thut of the 
latter arc causally related. And so the sequence between the two is inevitable. 
Tt is, however, not noticed because of the quick succession of the experiences. 
‘Therefore rass and the like aesthetic experiences are characterised as events 
with their sequence unnoticed. Furthermore, “It must therefore be admitted 
that the relation between the cognition of the expressed and that of the 
suggested meaning is one of the cause and effect; condition and consequent, 
just as it is between cognition of the word and that of its expressed meaning, 
So the sequence is a matter of inevitable necessity. But this sequence is 
notived in some cases and not noticed in others for the reasons set forth 
above. 

The statements quoted are rather terse and so require elucidation. 
Mahimabhajja has pounced upon two statements which apparently lend 
countenance to his own contention. The conditions of rasa are the wibhdvas 
ie. the object of emotion and the stimulating environment, anubhdvas i:e. 
the physical expressions of the emotions, and switcdribhavas i.e. the passing 
emotions. They strengthen the dominant sentiment (sthdyibhdvas) and аге 
the conditions of aesthetic experience of the spectator and the reader. They 
are not to be confounded with the resulting acsthestic experience itself. 
‘That the relation between the two, the conditions and the result is one of 
cause and effect is proved by the (psissima verba of Anandavardhana himself, 
It is also proved that Anandavardhana admits that there is a temporal hiatus 
and consequently necessary sequence between the two experiences. And the 
hiatus is not felt on account of the quickness of succession. The second 
statement only confirms the previous conclusion that the expressed meaning 
is the condition of the suggested meaning precisely as the word and signi- 
fication stand as condition and result. The relation is that of causality and 
consequently the knowledge of the one leads to the knowledge of the other. 
‘And so the suggested sense is logically entailed by the expressed primary 
meaning Mahimabhatja now draws the conclusion that the so-called 
‘Suggestion is only a case of inference and as such should be subsumed under 
the latter. И will be shown that the expressed meaning serves as the probans 
(Айка) from which the suggested meaning follows as the probandum govern- 
‘ed by the logical rule of implication, Inference has got a greater scope than 
that of the dhvani as defined by Anandavardhana. In the cases of what is 
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called xuntbhûrdvya/igya (the subordination of the suggested meaning to 
the expressed meaning) and also in such figures of speech as parydyokta 
(Periphrasis), samdsokri (speech of Brevity) and the like, inference is the gover- 
ning principle, In cases, where one fact is supposed to be suggested by ano- 
ther, it is the same rule of logical implication which explains their relation. 
In plain words, all such cases are illustrations of logical deduction. Even 
in poetry when one thing is asserted to follow from another, the assertion 
is а case of syllogistic argument as has been observed by Dharmakirti. The 
statement of triple probans as related to the subject (nak азотта), as absent 
in the opposite (vipaksasartva) and as present in homologous instances 
(sapaksasattva) is a case of inference for others, ie. а syllogistic inference 
pure and simple. That this is the case with all significant statements is not 
noticed by people on account of their ignorance of the laws of logic. When 
опе statement gives rise to the knowledge of a fact other than its meaning, 
it must be understood that the meaning and the fact implied by it are related 
аз probans and probandum, ground and consequent. 

But there is a conspicuous difference noticed between a formal syllogism 
and the statements in common parlance and poetry. И is contended that the 
‘meanings of all sentences are related as probans and probandum and so they 
are governed by the rules of logical deduction, In Indian logic, the major 
premise stating the universal concomitance is asserted with an example. 
‘The example is a typical case in which the necessary concomitance betwen 
the probans and the probandum is understood without dispute, But this fs 
js not found to be the case with ordinary statements and this constitutes 
their unmistakable difference from logical syllogism. If all significant asser- 
tions are susceptible of logical treatment and capable of being analysed into 
probans and probandum and thus put on the same footing with logical 
Arguments the statement of universal concomitance must form a necessary 
factor, without which the supposed probans and probandum cannot dis- 
charge their logical function. That one is the probans, the ground or proof 
of the other, is due to the fact that there is а necessary nexus between the 
two, This logical nexus is unfolded in the major premise in Aristotelian 
syllogism and in the statement of the example in the Indian counterpart. 
‘The omission of this essential condition deprives the contention of Mahima- 
Ъћаца of its logical value." 
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In repfy to this contention Mahimabhatta asserts that the statement 
of a probans known to be necessarily concomitant with a probandum is 
alone sufficient to prove the conclusion. When the knowledge of such a 
probans necessarily involves that of the universal concomitance, the state- 
ment of the latter is not indispensable. This is supported by Dharmakirti, 
“The essential identity of nature and causality are the two bases of universal 
and necessary concomitance. They are stated in the example corresponding, 
хо the major premise of Aristotelian syllogism for the enlightenment of a 
Person who is not previously acquainted with the same. But to persons 
who are perfectly at home and well posted in the necessary concomitance 
of the probans with its relevant probandum, the statement of the probans 
alone is sufficient for the purpose." 

But another difficulty stares one in the face, Granted that the statement 
‘of example may not be necessary. But if the rass-experience be an act of 
inference from the combination of vibhdve, anubhdva und vyabhicdribhdva, 
Why should it be attended with emotional satisfaction? In other words, 
how can logical deduction of the hero falling in love with the heroine from 
the peculiar behaviour of the persons and the environmental conditions 
be a matter of intense enjoyment? It is the immediate realisation of aesthetic 
joy which characterises rasd-experience. And this is asserted by Mahima- 
Ъћаца to be responsible for the illusion that it is а case of revelation and 
not inference. Even if the process of inference be regarded as occurring 
out hitch and this felt immediacy may account for the theory of revela- 
tion, the clement of joy is not intelligible. Even if we concede the possibility 
in the case of such pleasurable sentiments as love, it does not become clear 
how inference of such unpleasant emotions as fear, grief and the like should 
cause delight to the person inferring it. On the contrary, such inferences 
occasion different degrees of emotional dejection, fear or grief. Thus they 
rather induce a feeling of sorrow instead of pleasure, But in poetry the 
reverse is the case. Even knowledge of extremely tragic events give aesthetic 
satisfaction to the spectator of a theatrical performance. This cannot be 
explained away by the supposition of any excess ог qualitative difference 
in poetic appraisal. The conditions and occasions of them are the same in 
‘actual reality and in the poet's description. In ordinary life, a person infers 
that one is in love with another from their behaviour. In poetry and drama 
the same conditions make these inferences possible, We do not find any 
ground for attributing а superior status to poetic description or dramatic 
representation over the matter-of-fact experiences. How can, then, the 
difference in the enjoyment of poetry and the experience of a realistic situa- 
tion be accounted for. if the two are equally entailed by logical deduction? 
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It is the aesthetic delight, which distinguishes poetic experience from ordinary 
inference and that of the psychical conditions from the behaviour. And 
this remains unintelligible and unaccountable in the theory of inference. 
Mahimabhatta affirms in defence that though there is « difference in the 
result, there is nothing mysterious about it. In the matter of inference of 
love, fear and the like, in day-to-day intercourse, the clement of aesthetic 
satisfaction, no doubt, is missing. But by virtue of the fact that the self- 
same conditions and occasions as described by the poet and the dramatist 
acquire а special charm, the experience of aesthetic delight on the part of the 
spectator and student of poetry is to be set down to the special efficacy 
superadded to them by the poet's art. For this difference in the emotional 
reaction, we must find reason in the nature of things. We have to admit 
‘on the strength of experience that poetic inference, i.e. the inference caused 
by the poetic description or dramatic representation of behaviour of persons 
stands in а different category. In such a situation the inference of the emo- 
tional relationship of the dramatis personde is attended with a unique aesthetic 
satisfaction, which is however not felt in the matter-of-fact inference. We 
have to accept things in the very character in which they unfold themselves 
to experience. We cannot determine apriori the nature of things for which 
experience is the ultimate court of appeal. This is endorsed by the aphoristic 
assertion of Brarata, The experience of rasa results from the combination 
of vibhäva, anubhdva, and vyabhicdribhava, The vibhdva is the object of 
Jove (dlambdna) and also the exciting conditions or environment. (widipand). 
Anubhäva is the physical experession, such as change in the facial features 
and gestures and movements from which we infer emotion as their cause, 
‘The vyabhicdrins are the passing emotions and feelings, which however, 
ultimately contribute to the development of the dominant sentiment which 
is the key-note of a drama ог an epic or a ballad as the case may be. These 
feelings also are known by inference. All these factors combine to make 
the inference of the dominant sentiment possible. There is no qualitative 
difference in the logical value of ordinary inference from poetic inference 
‘of the psychical emotions as the springs of actions. Bot the difference in 
the result is undeniable and this must be set down to the poet's skill and 
technique. The conditions referred to above are by different names: 
the cause is called the vibhdva, the effect anubhava, and the auxiliary 
factors are called vyabhicdrins. This change in nomenclature is not due 
to an arbitrary whim or love of eccentricity. It is necessitated by the 
recognition of the alchemic change undergone by the cause and effect in 
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the works of the poets, It is perhaps due to the genius of the poct or his 
peculiar manipulation of events and representation of characters, by moans 
of his peculiar diction. Whatever may be the reason of this change in the 
conditions, the difference in the result is а mater of felt fact which has to be 
accounted for by a rational hypothesis or accepted as ап unquestionable 
fact of experience.* 

Furthermore an exponent of Bharata’s theory has observed “Rasa is the 
main import of poetry and is of the nature of aesthetic experience ar enjoy- 
ment. It is revealed by the manipulation of the aesthetic conditions viz. 
wibhdvas and the like and directly attested by intuition.” Now rasa is an 
experience and as such it must belong to the experiencer. It is the ultima 
objective of poetry and can be regarded as its import only because it resul 
from the contemplation of the meanings of words employed by the poet. 
Rasa has been said to be of the nature of aesthetic enjoyment and also as its 
Content, It is a matter of emphasis and the differentiation as the content 
and cognition is rather due to the Way of logical formulation and not based 
on intrinsic difference." 








жспюн n 
MAHIMABHATTA'S THEORY OF RASA 


Mahimabhatia’s theory of rasa differs in essential characteristics from that 
of Abhinavagupta and Bhajtandyaka. In Mahimabhat theory the vibhd- 
үй, anubhdvas and vyábhicãrins are rather imaginative reconstructions of 
the poet of of the sahrdaya ie. the spectator or the student enjoying the 
poetic emotions. They are purely subjective in that they do not claim to be 
the historical events occurring in the minds of the hero or the heroine. 
They are peculiarly personal and private properties of the enjoyer. It fs for 
this rgason, that the cause and effect of emotions are called by different 
mames in poetry or works of criticism. In actual reality, they are causes and 
effects but because they are imaginative constructions of the poet and of the 
enjoyer of poetry, they are called vibhdvas and unubhaves. A cause is entirely 
different from a vibhdva and so also the effect from dnubhira because they 
have different characteristics. Now in actual life the love etc. of Rama and 
Бий which are permanent dispositions of historical persons are imagined 
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and ideally constructed by the poet, which he expresses in his own language. 
These ideal constructions are called bhavas (conditions) etc. which give 
rise to the different aesthetic experiences, viz. the rasa in the spectator. What 
holds of dramatic representation also equally holds of poetry. As regards 
the heores and the heroines which are the actual causes and conditions of 
love and the like, they are called vihhdvas because as described by the poet 
ог represented оп the stage, they give rise to the relevant sentiments in the 
spectator or in the reader, As for the physical expressions of the emotions 
such as the, facial expressions and gestures, which are the effects of the 
psychical states in the hero and in the heroine, they are called anubhdvas, 
because they give rise to the corresponding emotions in the mind of the 
spectators. As for the passing feelings which occur intermittently and 
caused by relevant conditions like the ripples in the river, they are called 
vyabhicdring, inasmuch as they move towards the emergence of such like 
feelings in the spectator or the reader." 

‘The contention of Mahimabhatta is that the emotional reactions which 
occur in the minds of spectators of a dramatic play or the reader of a poem 
are rather semblances or imitations of the actual mental states of the hero 
and the heroine. They are not real contents occurring in the minds of the 
dramatic characters. The actual mental states happening naturally in the 
persons supposed to be historical realities are inaccessible to the poet as 
Well as to the student of poetry. If they provoke corresponding psychical 
reactions in the poets, the latter will be the peculiar porperty of the poets’ 
mind, The poet however has the skill and efficiency to express them in 
effective language which gives rise to similar psychical reactions in the minds 
of the spectator ог in the reader. The mental events, thoughts, feelings and 
emotions that are roused in the mind of the spectator, are only imitations 
and not the original states that may have happened in the life of the hero 
ог the heroine. The mental states of the latter are natural events whereas 
those of the spectator and the reader are rather factitious products. 

In this connection Маћітађћаца makes a digression on the nature of 
the” emotions and feelings which have been counted by Bharata as 49 in 
number, 8 permanent dispositions (sthdyibhdvas), 33 transitory feelings 
(yubhicaribhayas) and 8 sdtivike bhdvas which are rather expressions of 
‘emotions i.e. amubhdvas. Mahimabhatta asserts that out of these, eight have 
been specified as dominant passions (sthdyibhdvas) on account of their 
relative persistence and constant recurrence. It is, however, admitted that 
these dominant passions may occur as transitory states in connection with 

‘other dominant sentiments whereas the thirty-three vyabhicarins never 
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Attain to the status of permanent dispositions. Further, Mahimabhat{a 
affirms that in the seventh chapter of the Ndypasdstra dealing with emotions, 
the so-called dominant dispositions have also been classed with the rest of 
the emotions as contributory to the realisation of rasa by Bharata. Mahima- 
bhatta’s observations in this context are not quite clear. It is true that the 
so-called permanent dispositions or dominant passions such as Jove and the 
like are nothing better than transitory mental states (vytbhicdrins) in different 
contests. Thus love for gods or kings and the like is not powerful enough 
to attain to the status of a dominant passion. The humour (Айка) in the 
context of the erotic is only а passing phase. Similarly grief (foka) in 
state of separation of lovers, indignation in the erotic (érrigdra), wonder in 
the heroic, the martial ardour (wisdha) in the erotic, fear in the heroine 
moving towards the trysting place (abhisdrd), hatred Ujugupsd) in quietistic 
sentiment (їли) are rather passing feelings, though they may develop into 
dominant passions under favourable conditions. It is not quite clear or 
‘explicit why Mahimabhatta insists on the issue that as contributory factors 
of rasa-experience the so-called sthdyibhdvas also are in the same position 
with the transitory mental states. Unfortunately, neither the author nor his 
commentator throws any light on the reasons which led him to condemn 
the assertion that the sthdyibhéves form integral parts of rasd-experience, 
We may hazard a guess. Mahimabhajja is emphatically of the opinion that 
the sshdyibhavas Viz. love and the rest, are only unreal and illusory as repre- 
‘sented by the poet or actor on the stage. And it is for this reason, that he 
resents the theory of Anandavardhana that the sthdyibhdvus are revealed 
and enjoyed in rasa (vyajyate). Any way, his criticism of the theory that 
athdylbhdvas develop into rasa is rather cryptic and obscure. This however 
does not put any obstacle in the way of understanding the contention of 
Mahimabhatja that there is no revelation and suggestion in rasa-experience.* 

It is undeniable that what is a cause in real life is called vibhdva in poetry. 
‘The objects of love and other dominant passions which are fed and streng- 
thened by the passing mental states, feelings and emotions are real objective 
facts. But as represented by the poet or conjured up by means of the histri- 
‘onic skill and make-up and stage devices by the actors, it is an imaginary 
phantom, an airy-nothing and a downright illusion which is hypostatised 
by the audience. There is thus a basically intrinsic difference between а cause 
and а poetic representation of it. The causal relation is true and real in the 
wordly life of men and women and so also the dominant passions and acces- 
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sory emotional accompaniments. The physical expressions such as gesture 
and the peculiar movements are actual events in life, but ace imitations and 
semblances in the actors who masquerade as real personages. The whole 
thing is an illusory appearance from top to bottom and beginning to end. 
It is therefore, quite appropriate that Bharata has had to invent а new set 
of nomenclature in order to maintain the difference between real andimagina- 
tive conditions. These imaginative conditions and effects, however, are 
believed to be true by the audience under the hypnotic spell of the poet's 
skill and the histrionic proficiency of the actors and the actresses. The 
enjoyment of rasa is nothing but the inference of the inner sentiment or 
emotions supposed to belong to really cxistent human beings. This inference 
takes place in the same way as it does in real experience, The intrinsic differ- 
ence between real and unreal events, physical and mental alike, is not felt or 
rather slurred over by the spectator or the reader, who are willing or unwilling 
dupes of circumstances. Rasa gud inference of the dominant passion is only 
the resultant of inference. There is thus a clear and distinct sequence between 
the conditions vibhdva ete. and the consequent aesthetic enjoyment. 

Now it must be admitted that aesthetic experience called rasa is encoun- 
tered in poetry and in the poet's world. This assessment of poetry and the 
acsthetic enjoyment afforded by it is not liable to criticism, The poet's hero 
and Ше heroine and their interrelations are imaginary creations, The росі 
however conceals this truth by investing them with an air of verisimilitude. 
Mahimabhatta accordingly concludes that the maxim of the light and the 
object manifested by it does not hold good in so far as ranmexperience is 
‘concerned. Rast is not revealed but driven home by inference. И ix the 
immediacy of the inference which is responsible for the theory of suggestion 
and revelation sponsored by Anandavardhana. 

There may be an occasion for misgiving that the poet's delineation of 
Jove between Rima and Siti and Duşyanta and Sakuntali who were 
presumably historical persons, is a purely imaginary construction. But in 
regard to heroes and heorines created entirely by the poet out of his fertile 
imagination such as Candrapida and Kadambart; Pugdarika and Mahasveti 
in Віда'я famous romance, and the persons we confront in modern novels 
Mahimabhatta’s contention seems unassailable. He insists that this holds 

+ not only regarding such imperceptible phenomena as love, fear, anxiety 
and the like depicted by the poet but also in regard to facts which are open 
to [Ур oration. It may be asked why imaginary creation of the 
poet exert such pull on our emotions and give rise to the aesthetic 
Satisfaction which is the overall effect of the whole show. What is there in the 
poet's art which makes creatures of his imagination so loveable and over- 
Wwhelmingly impressive, and afford delight. which we do not encounter in 

actual intercourse of life? Mahimabhat{a answers that the questions 

у “wherefore” аге entirely irrelevant in the context. The nature of 
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that things actually encountered by experience, however pleasant they may 
be, do not give us the kind of delight which they afford when they are 
depicted by the poet by means of his charming and attractive diction. In 
support of his contention he quotes the authority of an assertion made by 
some anonymous writer. “Facts presented by the genius of the poet appear 
in a different light and colour, by virtue of the wholesale absorption of the 
reader in them, from the real objective perception of men and their behavi- 
our." Perception or the verification afforded by it does not hold the ghost 
of a chance against the poetic creatures encountered by the eye of imagina- 
tion in the matter of aesthetic effect. These very fucts when brought home 
by inference induced by the poet's concatenation of incidents and events 
have a greater aesthetic appeal than when they are actually envisaged. This 
difference is inherent in the nature of things and as such cannot be challenged 
‘on apriori grounds. 

Mahimabhajta again quotes the statement of an unknown author in 
support of his contention that poetic inference differs from ordinary syllogis- 
tic reasoning. “What is inferred by means of logical probans does not 
give the relish which is caused by the poet's imaginary creations called 
vibhdva etc.” It is also а felt fact that the expressed meaning of a word 
does not give the satisfaction which is afforded by the same thing when sugges- 
ted or inferred? ‘A fact which embodies the quintessence of excellence 








attains exceeding beauty when it is not expressed by so many words’, This 
assertion of the author of the Divanydloka™ argues Mahimabhat{a, confirms 
the truth set forth in the above statement. 

Though poetry and drama have imagination and imaginary inference 
as their principal stock in trade, they do not forfeit their right to effect 
moral edification. According to Indian writers on poetics and aesthetics, 


poetry is not entirely concerned with producing aesthetic delight but in and 
through the latter imparts а moral instruction without descending to the 
didactic tone of the moralists. We must observe even at the cost of digression 
that one of the results produced by the imaginative literature created by the 
poet is to enlighten mankind about what is good and what is evil. The poet's 
instruction has been compaerd to the exultation and inspiration of the beloved 
consort, Moral precepts more often than not fail to affect the person under 
tutelage. But the post creates a magical change in the minds of his readers 
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by arousing higher instincts and nobler sympathies in the cause of the good. 
He changes the moral preferences of the student of poetry. Poetry does not 
fail in this mission in spite of its being an imaginative creation of the poet. 
No doubt, the logician may complain that what the poet gives is only 
fiction, and not fact and as such, it cannot produce moral regeneration. 
What imagination conjures up is only illusion. 

Mahimabhatta anticipates this objection. But he does not consider that 
it possesses unassailable validity. Even illusion and error are found to lead to 
the attainment of truth. “Illusion as such is not entirely out of touch with 
reality” as has been observed by Dharmakirti. “Two supposed persons, of 
whom one regards the light of the lamp as the jewel and another mistakes 
the light of the jewel as the jewel and run forward to the respective objects, 
both of them are victims of illusion and yet there is a noticeable difference 
in the results respectively attained by them.™ The light of the jewel is not the 
Jewel in the same Way as the light of the lamp. And so both the persons are 
dupes of error. But the error of the man who mistakes the jewel's light for 
the jewel and pursues it to the source is successful in attaining the object of 
his desire. The other person who takes the light of the lamp for the jewel 
is entirely disappointed, Thus there are error and error. The error created 
by the poet is of the first kind and this explains the truth of the edification 
effected by it. 

‘The error which is successful because of its remote association with reality 
has a pragmatic value which is not possessed by the other kind. So far as 
the result is concerned the investigation of the truth and untruth of the 
probans and probandum is entirely bereft of relevancy. In the matter of 
poetry the discussion of the historical truth and falsity of the facts expressed 
ог suggested by poetry is a fortiori irrelevant. The attempt to test the truth 
of the subject-matter must only meet with the ridicule of critics.** 

‘There has been a controversy on the relative position of historical 
truth and poetic truth, both in the East and the West. The controversy does 
not seem likely to be set at rest by any amount of argument, According to 
Indian writers such as Abhinavagupta and Mahimabhatta the poet is not 
satisfied with the matter-of-fact world which he finds too dry and jejune. 
‘The dry-as-dust material world does not give us the vision of the truth which 
is final and ultimate and the quintessence of reality. The poet seeks to create 
a world of his own, obviously an ideal one under the optimum conditions 
‘which are conspicuous by their absence in the world encountered by our 
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senses, The poet's genius catches hold of this ultimate reality which is rather 
obscured by the phenomenal world. Men and women are not entirely free 
agents and are swayed by baser instincts and passions which are inherited 
from their animal ancestry. The poet creates heroes and heroines in the 
image of average men and women, but brings out the superior creatures 
from the earth he moulds, It js regarded as nothing short of perversity when 
persons priding themselves on their realistic knowledge scout poetry in 
undisguised language. But the condemnation of the realists has not succeeded 
in covering the poet with ridicule. The poet is loved, honoured and respected. 
in spite of the odium created by the captious critic. It is refreshing to note 
that even Jayantabhatta, the great уа of Kashmir, who has criticised 
the dhvani theory as а stupid invention, has ultimately conceded that poetry 
does not fall within the purview of formal logic.™ Poetry has а logic of its 
‘own which differs roro caelo from what is sponsored by formal logicians. 
Formal logic and even material logic are out of place in poetry. Poetic truth 
cannot be measured by the same yard-stick as is applied to the matter-of-fact 
Phenomena, This is the contention of Mahimabhajta and he calls attention 
to the fundamental difference in outlook and application of formal inference 
from poetic inference. The two logics must be kept in separate compartments 
and never allowed to transgress into the spheres of each other. If ordinary, 
logic which has the stamp of orthodoxy is allowed to extend to poetry, it 
will make hayoc and disaster. Confusion of issues will be the only result 
of this misapplication. 

‘Though we propose to give the replies of the advocate of dhviin! theory 
to the charges of Mahimabhatta in a serial order, we feel called upon to 
describe the fundamental difference of attitude and approach of the dhani 
theory from that of Mahimabhatta. Now the main contention of Mahima- 
bhatta is that there is а sequence and transition from the knowledte of the 











case there is natural inference of the cause from the effect. From the be- 
‘haviour, movement and gestures of the dramatis personae mimicked by the 
actors on the stage, emotion is inferred as the cause thereof. It is, therefore, 
plain that the relation between the two events cannot be regarded as а саво 
of sudden intuitional illumination and as such the example of the light and 
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apply to this experience. This has been made abundantly clear in the fore- 
going paragraph. The centre of controversy lies in the consideration that 
vibhavd etc, are the conditions of emotion and as such cannot be supposed 
о reveal the unborn emotion and sentiment which constitute the staple 
of aesthetic experience. 

Now let us consider the position of the dhvani theorist. The latter main- 
tains that Mahimabhatta has laid stress ороп the obvious and made a capital 
of it, Itis not disputed that vibhdvd ete. act as the condition and the aesthetic 
experience is the result of it. The result comes into being after the causes 
and conditions, and as such, the resulting aesthetic experience cannot take 
place simultaneously with the cause of it. What is a result must depend 
upon the condition of it, Mahimabhatta makes this relation of cause and 
effect the ground of his inference, But inference or not, the interval between 
the knowledge of the poetic conditions vibhdva etc. and ғаза-схрегіспсе is 
undeniable. This is too obvious to admit of doubt or denial, Even in the 
case of revelation, the light and the jar are not revealed simultaneously 
in the initial stage. But it is urged that when the revelation of the object 
takes place, the revealed object and the revealing condition are perceived 
together. Though initially the light is the condition of illumination of the 
far, the two are perceived together when illumination takes place. It ix not 
‘the case that the condition of revelation retires into the background when the 
‘Object is revealed. This is the vital point. When rasa is experienced, the 
conditions of it, viz. the vibhdvd ete. are not found to cease and rasa is experi- 
enced together with vibhdvas. This synchronism of the experience of the 
condition and that of the result is the pivotal point of the theory of revelation. 
‘The interval between the two cognitions is real in the initial stage. Here 
the contention of Mahimabhatta holds true, and that is also not denied by 
Anandavardhana and his exponents. What constitutes the point of depar- 
türe is the fact that in the final experience the two are felt together. 

"The conditions viz. the vibhdva etc. are not essentially detachable from 
the experience of rizd. Tt is not the contention that the aesthetic experience 
takes place when the revealing conditions are first cognised. The contention 
is that hen rasa is revealed, the vibhdves also are eo ipso revealed along with 
the former, The revealing condition is undoubtedly indépendent of the 
“Fevealed object in the moment of its initial appearance. The words of Ananda- 
‘Vardharia dre crystal clear on this point. It is asserted “When the suggested 
‘meaning is understood, the expressed meaning is not dissociated from it, 
fiasmiich as the former (the suggested meaning) is revealed with the latter 
аз its necessary concomitant.” It has hot been stated conversely “When 
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the expressed meaning is understood the suggested meaning is necessarily 
associated with it.” In other words, the independent cognition of the expres- 
sed meaning as the condition of suggestion is not denied. The association 
of the two meanings is not universal, but necessary when the suggestion 
takes place, Mahimabhatta fails to notice this vital difference. 

‘As regards the contention that the relation between the expressed meaning 
and suggested meaning is one of cause (nimitta) and effect (nimittin) or ground 
and consequent (nimitianimittin), it is not endorsed by the advocate of the 
dhvani theory, The relation between the ground (атай) and the consequent 
(samy) in which the latter is cognised independently of the former stands 
in а different category. This logical relation holds in inference. But the 
relation which is the characteristic of suggested and suggester, revealed and 
reveuler, is entirely different from the former. In the latter case, the supposed 
ground and consequent are cognised together. The suggested meaning is 
always coloured by and associated with the expressed meaning. This also 
holds good of rasa-experience, because the latter is always and necessarily 
associated with the former. To be explicit, rasa is an integrated experience 
of the emotion together with the conditions, both causal and logical. In 
rasa-expericnce the vibhäva, the supposed cause, and anubhdva (the physical 
expression) the supposed effect, are necessarily felt together. This is the 
reason why the relation is held to be one of revealer and revealed, This 
simultaneous occurrence of experience of the two marks it out from the 
ordinary logical or ontological relation that holds between the ground and 
the consequent or the cause and the effect. There ought not to be, therefore, 
any objection to the assertion that лаза is suggested or revealed by the 
vibhäva and the like.” 

As for the contention that vibhäna ete. as the conditions and the emotional 
experience as the result are factitious simulatious and the former is the ground 
‘of inference of the latter, it is entirely beside the point. The concession of the 
pacudo-suggestive character is only a distortion of fact. It is argued that 
because of the immediacy of the inference of the emotion and the emergence 
of pleasure in rasa-experience, the latter is felt to be an object of sudden 
revelation. This is a misconception and distortion of fact and confusion of 
issues, either detberate or unconscious. It is undeniable that rasa-experience 
belongs to the spectator of the drama or the reader of the poem. They are 
called sahrdayas, kindred souls, who have the aptitude for aesthetic appre- 
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ciation and emotional experience. Rasa has to be understood as the property 
of such aesthetically endowed souls. It occurs neither in the hero nor in the 
mimicking actor. The experience of rasa is again not a property of any 
particular person. It is felt without reference to and regardless of the restric- 
tions of time, space and the individual characters. The hero and the actor 
аге not necessarily excluded from participation in aesthetic-experience, But 
the experience is felt as universal public property. The emotion of love is not 
the exclusive property of the hero or the heroine in во far as it is realised in 
тага. The contention that the actor only simulates the hero and the emotions 
are absent in him and the whole thing is an artificial simulation falls to the 
ground. It is not the emotion, which is the private property of the hero and 
‘ascribed to the actor, that is the object of aesthetic experience. What ix 
experienced by the spectator or reader is neither an illusory thing nor an 
historical event in the life of a particular individual. It is asserted by Bharata, 
“The dominant sentiment or passion (arhdyibhdva) is enjoeyed in rusa- 
experience, that is to say, rasa is enjoyment of the sentiment.” It will be 
shown that this sentiment is not an unreal phantom, nor is it the exclusive 
‘possession of any individual person. Love between а man and a woman, 

it actually happens in the world, is not a matter of supreme concer to 
‘an outsider, unless other accidental factors are involved in it, In case of 
‘Successful and sincere love the persons related to the lovers may view it with 
approval and in unapproved cases or in eventual betrayal, it may arouse 
their resentment. It will be a matter of indifference to others. But the love 
of Sakuntali for Dusyanta and vice versa is not a matter of unconcern to 
the readers of the drama and their name is legion. It causes extreme satis- 
faction to one and all, and the enjoyment of one does not diminish or detract 
from that of others. The source of joy is to all intents and purposes infinite 
and inexhaustible. “There is no need for imposition of control on the supply 
‘because there is no limit to it. Duşyanta and Sakuntala are rather accidents 
ог symbolic occasions. Their love has become universal and whoever cares 
‘can have it in full. The poet's store-house is inexhaustible and he has enough 
and to spare. 

‘Mahimabhasfa seems to ignore this fundamental fact and is guilty of 
confusion, if not prevarication, when he asserts that the emotional content 
of rasu-experience is only hypostatised by illusion, which proceeds from the 
basal illusion of the actor for the hero. The content of aesthetic experience 
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is not the dominant sentiments i.e, love and the like that are alleged to be 
inferred by the behaviour of the actors on the stage. И is the dormant senti- 
ment which exists as the predisposition (vdsand) in the aesthetic experiencer, 
Which is aroused and enjoyed by sahrdayu. It is for this reason, that any 
and every person are not qualified to enjoy this experience. The dry-as-dust 
logician or the meticulous grammarian who are devoid of ‘such disposition 
do not partake of the aesthetic delight, because they lack in the essential 
aesthetic endowment. This shows that the content of rasa-experience is not 
the objective emotion of the dramatic character. Dusyanta's love for Sakun- 
talî is entirely a private affair and is their close preserve to which others 
have по access intuitionally. It may be a matter of inference, but such 
inference has little aesthetic value. The auditor ог the spectator Who enjoys 
this aesthetic experience in the inmost recesses of his heart does not perform 
A ratiocinative process. His experience is immediate and intuitive. Не 
‘experiences the love sentiment which has been awakened from the subcons- 
cious or unconscious region of his mind by the sight of the actors playing 
their role on the stage. The content, though subjective, is real and not ficti- 
tious ам it is contended by Mahimabhajta. We have already laid stress. on 
the universal character of aesthetic experience, because the experiencer 
does not feel his individuality or the experience as exclusively belonging to 
him. The spectator forgets himself, his egoity, and is lifted above to ап 
impersonal ог super-personal level. The enjoyment, therefore, of aesthetic 
joy is not affected by that of others, because the sentiment, the hero or the 
heroine and the spectator are all raised to a level of consciousness in which 
the restrlotions of individuality, which in ordinary experience cloud their 
vision, are dropped unconsciously, This is the effect of the magical spell 
cast by the poet's creation. It follows, therefore, that the content of rasd- 
experience is the pre-existent sentiment in the experiencer himself which is 
enjoyed, intuited and experienced without awareness of the logical relation 
between the vibhiva and dnubhdrd. The sentiment enjoyed із revealed by 
the disappearance of the obscurative harriers due to the poet's art 3 

AS regards Mahimabhatta’s exposition of four-fold revelation and the 
contention that none of these types applies to rasa or suggested sense, it ix 
enough to observe that only the example of the jar and the light has relevancy 
to the points at issue. The existent impression lying as a subconscious масе 
is brought to the focus of consciousness from the subliminal level. ‘The 
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emergence of a subconscious impression to the forefront of consciousness 
is called revelation. It is not correct to maintain on the analogy of the light 
and the jar that the revealed object must be made an object of sense-percep- 
tion.* The citation of an example is resorted to for drawing attention to the 
relevant point of analogy. It is not intended that the analogy must be found 
in respect of all the qualities or functions. That the jar when revealed by 
light in darkness becomes an object of visual perception is beside the point. 
That revelation and sense-perception in the case of the jar are found to 
coincide is due to the fact that the jar is visually perceptible and its revelation 
is equivalent to visual perception. As regards the mental impression of the 
dominant sentiment, its intuition will be internal and not an external cogni- 
tion like the perception of the jar. Mahimabhatta’s contention that what is 
revealed is perceptible by an external sense stems from his view that the 
content of rasa-experience is the objective emotion of the hero or the simula- 
tion of it by the actor. This is а vital point which escapes his notice. The 
analogy of the jar and the light as cited by Anandavardhana is entirely 
confined to the point of the revelation of an existent fact, which was hidden 
by darkness in the case of the jar and diversion of the mind to other things 
in the case of the pre-existing mental trace (наханд). It is therefore not 
necessary to examine the other types of revelation which have been stated 
by Mahimabhatta because they have no bearing on the напі theory. 
Маћітађћаца has raised another objection against the triple division 
of the suggested meaning (vyangydrtha). Anandavardhana has affirmed 
that suggested sense may be a matter-of-fact (наз), a figure (аай ага) 
оғ газа. Now the objection against rasa-dhvani has been examined and met. 
We are now to consider the objection against the remaining two other types. 
It is the unfailing characteristic of the suggester or revealer (ууайјаќа) and 
‘suggasted or revealed (ууайкуе) that the two are intuited together, But the 
expressed meaning (уйсу) conveys the suggested meaning only in the next 
‘moment and there is a distinct hiatus between the two. The expressed meaning 
as the suggester is understood before and the suggested meaning after, just 
like the probans and the probandum. The relation of the two meanings 
cannot be one of synchronism, which is the characteristic of revelation or 
suggestion." Now this objection is on a pat with the objection against 
rasd-dhvani. Initially there is a sequence between the suggester and the 
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Suggested. It is not our contention that the expressed meaning must be a 
necessary concomitant of the suggested meaning at every stage. The advocate 
of the «ані theory maintains that the suggested meaning is understood 
together with the expressed meaning and so there is a necessary сопсоті- 
tance between the former and the latter and not conversely. It is true that 
а fact, when it reveals another fact does so by revealing itself. This is found 
хо be the case with the light and the object which it reveals. The same relation 
is found to obtain between the two meanings expressed and suggested. The 
‘expressed meaning, though not conterminus is felt in co-presence with the 
meaning, which it suggests. Whea therefore a fact or a figure is suggested, 
the former is found in co-association with the expressed meaning which 
is the condition of its suggestion, as has been observed before. The vibhdvt 
ete, are the condition of rasa-experience but they continue up to the experi- 
ence of rasa. The rasa-experience and so also experience of the suggested 
meaning are characterised by the fact that the revealer and the revealed, 
suggester and suggested are felt together. The contention of the «мапі 
theorist is that the suggested meaning is never comprehended independently 
of and unassociated with the suggestive expressed meaning, and not the 
converse, The expressed meaning qud suggestive may function independently 
of the suggested in the initial stage, but the latter is never understood with- 
out the former. So the objection of Mahimabhajja that the two are not 
felt together is only based on hasty and partial observation. 

But it may be urged that the co-presence of the two meanings suggestive 
and suggested cannot be supposed to function when the suggested meani 
is understood as a consequence of the secondary meaning (Jakgydriha) 
since the latter is understood by annulling the expressed one. Thus in the 
stock example of secondary denotation (laksand) “There is a colony of 
cowherds on the ‘Сайид (Gaigdydm ghoşab), the expressed meaning that is, 
current of water, is cancelled by the physical impossibility of human habitation 
оп water. The secondary meaning bank (аја) is understood by cancella- 
tion of the expressed meaning in order to make the proposition significant, 
In these cases the co-presence of the expressed and suggested meanings 
cannot be supposed to be real, because the secondary sense comes into 
play by rejection of the primary expressed meaning. Not only in the case of 
laksand the co-presence of the two meanings is found to be impossible, 
but it extends to other cases. Let us examine the example of тал! as stated 
by Anandavardhana. “O pious-man ! move freely; the dog has been killed 
by the ferocious lion which lives on the bank of the river Goddvari."** The 
_expressed'meaning is affirmative but the suggested meaning is just the oppo- 
site of it. A man who is afraid of а dog must ¢ fortiori be afraid of a lion 
and зо cannot be supposed to walk freely оп the bank of the river infested. 
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by the lion. In this case, the expressed meaning is affirmation and the sugges- 
ted meaning is negation. By reason of their incompatibility the two meanings 
cannot be imagined to coalesce together.” Here the law of co-presence of 
the suggester and the suggested cannot be imagined to function. So the 
relation between the two meanings must be regarded not as one between 
Suggester and suggested, but that between probans and prodandum, logical 
ground and logical consequent. 

‘This objection of Mahîmabhatta has great plausibility. But Mahima- 
bhalfa has confused imagination with inference, The poet is not concerned 
with logical truth or the historical reality of the suggester or the suggested. 
The opposition between ‘movement’ and ‘non-movement’ is logical. But 
the poet does not bank on this logical relation, nor is the sahrdaya who 
understands the suggested meaning is fettered by logical consideration. Had 
it been based on a logical relation, the suggested meaning would have been 
understood by any and every man possessed of a modicum of logical sense. 
But such is not the case. It is only a kindred soul, who has got the capacity 
for imaginative construction like the poet, who can understand this suggested 
meaning.“ And this understanding of the negative meaning from the affirma- 
tive proposition is of the nature of an imaginary construction in which the 
two meanings are held together. The critic understands that the sentence 
uttered by the unchaste woman is intended to prevent the pious man from 
his excursion to the bank of the river for collecting flowers which has been 
made the trysting place for the union of the woman with her lover. The 
whole meaning of the proposition may be a pure bluff. But bluff or no bluff, 
the poet and his reader are not deceived by it or debarred from enjoying the 
intended purpose of the wily woman. The purpose of the woman is to get 
rid of the unwelcome visitor which is suggested by the apparent positive 
Sentence, As there is no awareness of logical opposition, between deliberate 
lie and the real intention of the speaker, who is a woman of easy virtue, 
either on the part of the poet or of his auditor, there is no logical bar to the 
Iwo meanings being apprehended by the latter. The affirmative advice for 
walking and the negative implication of deterrence by the suggestion of 
danger to life are felt by the discerning man of judgement together without 
logical incompatibility. As for the assertion of the residence of a colony 
of cowherds on the Gaga, the logical opposition is felt and the meaning 
of the bank is understood. But the suggested meaning that the bank is as 
sacred and healthy as the water of the Сайра is understood as the result of 
the identification of the primary meaning with the secondary meaning. 
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This is the finding of Mammoabhatta. The river and the bank are felt as 
identical and so the attributes of the former are transferred to the latter. 
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Cnarrın Four 


A CRITICISM OF THE THEORY OF IMITATION 
IN THE REALM OF POETRY AND DRAMA. 


Poetry and drama are defined by Greek thinkers аз imitation of Nature. 
According to Plato, the phenomenal nature is imitation of ideas, which 
are ultimate reals. So poetry and drama being an imitation of imitation of 
reality are thrice removed from Truth.’ So poetry only dishes out a diluted 
representation which has no bearing on truth. Its subject-matter is a fiction 
and the pleasure derived from it is only a false mirage. The study of poetry, 
therefore, is calculated to produce а habitual preoccupation with falsehood. 
Secondly, the pleasure produced by it only enervates the love of truth and 
disqualifies a lover of poetry for serious pursuit of truth which is the main 
‘objective of science and philosophy. By stimulating lower passions and 
appetites it only degenerates the student of poetry to the level of brutes. 

Now there are certain assertions in Bharata’s Ndjyasastra® which apparen- 
tly lend countenance to the Greek view of drama as an imitation of nature. 
If the statements of Bharata and those of his exponents as Dhanika, Dhan- 
айјауа, Sadkuka and Mahimabhajta are taken in a literal sense, poetry and 
drama will be liable to the objections of Plato, It is a striking evidence of 
the community of the human mind that in India also there were severe 
critics who looked upon poetry and drama in almost the same light. Poetry 
was condemned in scathing terms as an impediment to the cultivation of 
serious Science and Philosophy. If poetry and drama be imitation of nature 
and human society and the behaviour of mankind and that again in its lower 
expressions which are common to man and brutes, the consequences of 
study of poetry and witnessing of dramatic performances on the stage will 
be moral and intellectual debasement. 

Bharata, however, pleads for the drama, as an instrument of elevation 
of the moral and intellectual standards and attitudes of mankind.” It will 
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be symptomatic of cynicism and flippancy, if we take Bharata and also his 
followers to be making a special pleading. The poets’ and dramatists’ occu- 
pation is not inspired by such vulgar motives as pandering to the satisfaction 
of animal appetites and the debasing passions, Of course, there are play- 
Wrights and poets who want to make an income by abusing their art. Their 
main purpose is to stimulate the vulgar propensities and animal dispositions 
by trading on the weaknesses of average men and women. No word of 
condemnation will be too strong for these writers who are a reproach to 
their profession. But good poetry cannot be accused of being purposely 
directed to this ignoble motive, Plato in his Republic and other Dialogues 





like, but the truth they never reach... The imitator or maker of the image knows 


Be is like him in two ways; first, inasmuch as his creations 
have an inferior degree of truth—in this I say, he is Шке him; and ће ls also like him 
in being concerned with an inferior part of the soul; and therefore we shall be right 
in refusing to admit him into a well-ordered State, because be awakens and nourishes 
and strengthens the feelings and impairs the reasoning.” 

—В. Jowett’s English translation of Plato's Republic, Book X. 








of Tragedy: 
"Tragedy is an imitation of an action thot is serious, complete, and of а certain 
‘magnitude; in language embellished with each kind of artistic ornament, the several 
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admits that there may be good poctry and good poetry does not put a pre- 
mium on falsehood and immorality. Bharata also lays emphasis upon the 
noble mission of poets and dramatists whose works are an unfailing source 
of inspiration and edification. There is a controversy on the issue whether 
the poet's mission is to inculcate moral instruction or to give aesthetic delight. 
Without committing ourselves to partisan spirit, we may safely affirm that 
art and morality are not opposed to one another. Higher poctry and drama 
cannot thrive on cheap immorality. It is only a travesty of poetry which 
caters to the lower appetites and makes their patrons and admirers emo- 
tionally unbalanced. 

Higher poetry, on the other hand, canalizes the animal passions into 
higher and nobler paths and subjects them to the domination of logos and 
reason. It serves to accentuate self-restraint which consists in controlling 
the animal passions by the dictates of logos. 

As regards the charge that poetry is only an imitation of nature and is 
based upon falsehood and fiction, it demands a thorough examination. 
Mahimabhayta has made the assertion that rasa-experience is inferential 
cognition of an unreal sentiment.* The actor on the stage masquerades as 
the hero and all his behaviour is а false imitation of the hero which is not 
inspired by true emotion.* The histrionic skill of the actor's performance 
makes the spectator feel that it is the expression of love and the like senti- 
ments, which are however not at all present in their minds. The spectator 
із deceived into the belief that the behaviour of the actor is inspired by real 
Sentiments. The spectator infers the sentiment from the deceptive imitation. 
‘The sentiment however is only а semblance or imitation which passes for 
the original reality by virtue of the dramatic skill of the actor. This inference 














у W. Hamilton Fyfe's Comments on Aristotle's conception af Tragedy: 
“Plato, who was more emotional than Aristotle, held that the effect of Art on 
‘human nature might be a dangerous incontingence of emotion through the deliberate 
cultivation of violent feelings which ought, in the interest of public morality. to be 
discouraged. That at least, fs one of Plato's views on Art. Aristotle, realizing the 
тка of inhibition, replies that this effect is not only pleasurable but also beneficial. 
‘Tragedy is а sort of nervous specific which provides а “Katharsis'—we might say 
“a good clearance’ of emotions which might otherwise break out inconveniently. 
її saves us from psychical distress by providing an emotional outlet." 
Aristotle's Art and Poetry. A Greek view of Poetry and Drama 
‘by W. Hamilton Fyfe 
— Vide Kavyovarrvasamikss by Dr. N. N. Choudhury, рр. 313-15 
* So ‘pi ca teşãm па tathà svadate, yatha tair eva" numeyotim alta iti svabhava evä- 
“yam па arhati. Tad uktam: 
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Na са sukhayati үйсуо ‘rthab pratiyamānab sa eva yathi/ 
VV. 1, pp- 73-74 
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though false gives satisfaction to the spectator. Mahimabhatta's assess- 
‘ment of the aesthetic experience in terms of imitation is borrowed from the 
interpretation of Bharata’s aphorism by Sakuka. Sabkuka’s theory banks 
upon a successful fraud performed by the actor which escapes detection. 
The behaviour of the actor is only an imitation of that of the hero and the 
‘sentiment inferred by the spectator is a false show. It is for this reason 
Bharata docs not incorporate sthdyibhdva the dominant sentiment in his 
aphorism as the object of enjoyment. Rasa is enjoyment of а sentiment 
that is entirely false, as all imitation is bound to be. It is the imitation of the 
sentiment which із taken by the spectator as genuine coin, lulled by the succes- 
‘ful imitation of the original behaviour of the hero. 

Now this theory of imitation has been subjected to incisive analysis by 
Bhatta Tauta”, who was the teacher of Abhinavagupta, Unfortunately, the 
work of Bhatta Таша is lost and we must be grateful to Abhinavagupta 
for the reproduction of hafta Таша criticism. What is the meaning of 
imitation, and what is the ground of aesthetic experience being dubbed as 
imitation? 

Bharata has spoken of drama as an anukarana or imitation of the whole 
universe consisting of seven continents.* Now the word anukdrana must 
be understood in a very broad sense. It cannot be taken literally in the sense 
of copying or making a likeness of the original. The hero Rima, Dusyanta, 
‘Candripiga have long ceased to exist. Their behaviour is no doubt portrayed 
in epics, romances and dramas. But language cannot give insight into the 
specific individual. Language at most can give us a general picture, a general 
idea, which may fit in with any individual of the class. But in dramatic 
representation the actor is not regarded as an imitation of the original hero, 
simply because the original hero was never seen by him, So the behaviour 
of the actor on the stage cannot be regarded as an imitation, either on the 
evidence of the experience of the audience or the actor's own belief. Imita- 
tion in the sense of a faithful copy associated with the idea of a servile depen- 
dence is therefore, out of the question. The analysis of the term imitation 
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original hero. Imitation is only an artificial representation but neither the 
Feaction of the audience nor the personal experience of the actor lends support 
to the view that acting on the stage is an imitation. The audience do not 
enter into а logical examination. They simply take the actors’ behaviour 
as that of the original hero. It may Бе an illusion, but it serves the dramatist’s 
Purpose. The illusion serves to rouse the sentiment which ix inherent in the 
spectators. The spectator enjoys the sentiment that was lying dormant in 
him and enjoys himself. The question of imitation is therefore irrelevant 
to the realisation of the aesthetic experience. Moreover, the actor as repre- 
senting the hero is not regarded as а specific individual who had an assig- 
nable place in history. The hero is focussed in the actor as а type. This 
is deduced from the fact that the actors may change on different occasions 
2 yet the idea of the verisimilitude does not fail to work out its magical 
As regards the plea of Sri Sahkuka® and Mahimabhatta™ that rasa- 
experience is nothing but inference of the dominant passion (sthdyibhava) 
in the hero through the representation of the actor, it will suffice to say 
that inference of an unreal fact is denied all probative value in logical works, 
So the theory of imitation is only based upon superficial appraisal. Imitation 
“is to be understood in the sense of original creation, the poet's heroes and 
heroines are universal types and not individuals." It is for this reason that 
students of poetry and auditors of dramatic performance belonging to 
different ages, climes, nations and races with their different traditions, beliefs 
and religions or intellectual persuasions widely differing from those of the 
poet do not feel any difficulty in appreciating the work of poets. Both the 
Poets’ creation and the spectators’ or readers’ appreciation and aesthetic 
reaction are not fettered by geographical accidents or political affiliations. 
The latter limitations simply drop out from the men and women who are 
exalted to the aesthetic mood. The poet caters to the universal man by 
presenting his heroes and heroines as universal men and women who trans- 
cend the socio-political and ethnical accidents. Imitation is, if at all possible, 
nothing but unfoldment of the universal humanity, Mahimabhatta either 
eras to be ignorant of this spiritual process or is a dupe of the theory 
‘Sri Ѕайкика. It is refreshing that the same idea is echoed by Butcher in 
А А “The common original, then, from which all the arts 
draw is human fife, its mental processes, its spiritual movements, its out- 
ward acts issuing from deeper sources: in a word, all that constitutes the 
inward and essential activity of the soul.” 











* Cf, Abhinavabhdratl, рр. 272-73 
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SECTION u 
THE NATURE OF SUGGESTION QUA REVELATION 


We have already reviewed the contention that Vyaijand (suggestion) is 
nothing but an inference. There must be some recognisable relation between 
the suggestive (VyaAjaka) and the suggested meaning (Vyaigya). If sugges- 
Чоп were independent of such relation, any thing could be suggested by any 
thing else. Suggestion being a species of revelation implies that the two 
‘meanings, suggester and sueggsted are apprehended together simultaneously, 
But this is impossible. Since the sequence between the two meanings is not 
capable of being denied, It might be argued that the synchronus apprehen- 
sion of vibhdvas as the suggesters and rasa as the suggested meaning is deduci- 
ble from the very definition of dhvani. If it were conceded to be true, the 
definition would fail to include the suggested matter-of-fact (уаз) and 
figure of speech (alarhkdrd), because in these two cases the plea of synchronus 
apprehension cannot be maintained owing to the pronounced hiatus between 
the suggester and the suggested. But thisis rather a concession and an argu- 
‘ment based on unwarranted contention of the exponents of the йал! theory. 
Even in the apprehension of the rasa the hiatus between the suggester and 
the suggested consisting in the causal relation between the two is not logically 
liable to be impugned. This will be evident from the examination of the relu- 
Чор of the vibhdvas and rasa as the cause and effect. After all, the whhdvas 
дий. dlambana as exemplified in the actors and the vibhdva фий uddipana 
represented in the scenic portrayal of the environment and the daubhdvas 
(physical expressions) and vyabhicdribhdvas (the passing feelings or emotions 
as inferred through the former) are artificial imitations. And the passing 
moods and feelings (vyabhicdribhavas) and the dominant sentiments (thûyi- 
bhdvas) ате not actually present in the actors and actresses. They are pure 
hallucinations. These simulations are psychical reactions experienced by the 
audience or the reader on account of the aesthetic predisposition common 
to the latter and the hero and the fact is called rasa-experience. The cause 
and effect cannot be snychronus; so also in the rasa-experience the hiatus 
between the artificial conditions (vibhdvas etc.) and the false sentiment 
(rasa) is undeniable- 
“The suggestive meaning as the revealer may be an associated condition 
and an independent fact connected with the revealed object. It is a fact that 
Word and the light are the three conditions which reveal themselves 
fn revealing another fact associated with them. A cognition cannot be 


9 Dvividho hi prakiéako ‘rtha upadhiropah svatantraice’ ti. Tatra jnanadabdapradipadir 
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known without content and as such is known together with the content or 
‘object. This is the contention of Dharmakirti and the advocates of the 
theory of self-revelation of recognition. In the case of words, Bhartrhari 
in the Vakyapadiya has with incontrovertible logic proved that they cannot 
express their meaning without being understood together with the meaning." 
‘The meaning may be the subjective content or the objective fact meant by a 
word. A word docs not signify its meaning by its mere bodily presence as 
contended by the Naiyiyika logician. Word and meaning are felt together. 
Here the synchronism between the revealer and the revealed is undeniable 
without doing violence to the evidence of experience, As regards light, it also 
reveals the object by revealing itself. But even on the authority of Bhartrhari, 
the relation between the expressed meaning (vdeydrehd) and the suggested 
meaning (vyungydrtha) is not one like that of word and expressed sense. 
Bhartrhari’s contention refers to the relation between the word and the 
expressed meaning and not any other meaning which is known through the 
meaning expressed by virtue of its relation toanother fact. The analogy of 
light and the object revealed by it is also not applicable to the relation between 
the suggestive and the suggested meaning. The analogy holds good between 
а perceptual intuition of the revealer and the revealed. But the suggested 
meaning is obviously incapable of being trotted out as an object of percep- 
tual intuition. The proposition that the three illuminators, cognition, word 
and light are self-revealing and hetero-revealing is accepted by Mahima- 
Ъћаца, But as has been shown above, he denies that the cognition of the 
‘suggested meaning is one engendered by the three conditions (ypddhis) 
referred to above. The condition is a different type from the aforesaid cases, 
Tt is not denied that there is relation between the suggester and the suggested. 
But this relation is logical as between the probans and the probandum. 
‘The contention of the Dhvanikira that the relation between the suggester 
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and the suggested meanings is a case of simultaneous revealation isnot borne 
out by his own statements. “It is not a fact that vibhdva, anubhdva and saih- 
cdribhava are by themselves tantamount to rasd-experience. This is not based 
‘on the experience of any person. The experience of resa is a necessary con- 
comitant of the cognition of these facts. The two cognitions. viz. (1) of 
the conditions (vibhdva etc.) and (2) of rasê are governed by the relation of 
causality. So there must be an interval and sequence, which is however, 
not felt on account of the swift emergence of the rasd-experience. It is 
therefore, called а suggestion of unperceived sequence (dlaksya-krama- 
vyatigyd) and not bereft of sequence (akrama)".* This statement knocks 
ош the plea that the suggester (vywiajaka) and the suggested (vyaAga) 
are apprehended together. 

If it is contended on the ground of impossibility of simultaneous appre- 
hension of the suggester and suggested that the two meanings are felt inde- 
pendently, the definition of so-called dhvani reduces itself to a case of pure 
logical inference, In inference also the probans, such as smoke, subordinates 
itself as а means to the cognition of the probandum. So the so-called sugges- 
tion propounded with so much fanfare is only a case of inference based on 
the logical relation between the expressed and the suggested sense, 

It may be argued that the relation of suggestion is not capable of being 
‘equated with inference on the ground that the suggested meaning may be а 
fiction and not a fact, whereas inference is an illation from one fact to another 
fact. 

Let us examine the nature of revelation with which suggestion is equated. 
Revelation may be of а fact ог of a fiction. Now the former may be classed 
under the following three heads: (1) It may be like the relation of cause 
‘and effect as we find in the Séinkhya theory which maintains that the effect 
is only an emergence of a latently existing fact and not a new creation. When 
milk tums into curd, the curd's emergence is a revelation of a fact which 
existed in a latent form. This is one form of revelation. (2) The revelation 
of a jar hidden in darkness by light is the second kind. (3) The stimulation 
‘of а memory-image may be another kind. Here the memory-image which 
was existing unperceived flashes into an act of cognition called recollection. 
‘The emergence of recollection as a species of cognition may be occasioned 
by the cognition of a necessary concomitant, ог of a similar or an expressive 
word. The cognition of a fiction is only of one variety." Now the nature of 
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the suggested meaning cannot be one like the emergence оГ an effect asin the 
‘case of the curd from the milk. Nor can it be one like a memory-act due to 
perceived similarity or the uttered expressive word. Let it be conceded that 
the relation of the suggested meaning and a word or sense suggestive of it is 
analogous to the relation between a light and the jar. The light reveals the 
jar which was not perceived on account of the presence of darkness. The 
contention of Anandavardhana that a word or a meaning suggests or reveals 
another meaning just as light reveals a jar is not validated by experience. 
‘The suggestive word or the meaning is a condition of the suggestion and the 
two, i.e, the suggester and the suggested are necessarily felt consecutively 
and not together in one moment. The other cases of revelation cited by 
Mahimabhat{a are not relevant to the theory of suggestion as maintained by 
Anandavardhana.'* So the objections of Маћітађһаца based on the analogy 
of those irrelevant conditions do not affect the theory of dhvani. 

Anandavardhana does not maintain that the suggested meaning is like 
ап effect or like а recollected fact. Neither has the suggested meaning any 
affinity with the directly expressed meaning of a word. The expressed meaning 
is understood from a Word on account of the recollection of the conventional 
relation between them. The suggested meaning is not felt to be recollected 
оп the basis of a pre-cognised relation, Were it so, it would be understood by 
all and not by а select few, possessed of poetic imagination. It also cannot 
be regarded as analogous to a fact inferred by means of а probans, because 
the suggested meaning is not made known by reason of necessary concomi- 
tance. 

‘When one fact, be it a word ог its meaning, suggests another fact, it does 
зо in the way of spontaneous revelation like the light revealing the jar. The 
objection of Mahimabhajta is that the analogy does not hold good, because 
in such a case of revelation the revealing condition and the revealed object 
must be perceived together. But a wordor itsexpressed meaning is known 
first and the supposed suggested meaning is known after. There must be a 
necessary relation between the expressed meaning and the suggested meaning, 
if the former be the condition of the cognition of the latter. If such be the 
сазе, Which it must necessarily be so, it is nothing but a case of inference. 
‘The Word or the meaning dubbed as suggester is nothing but the probans 
which is supposed to suggest the second meaning. The second meaning is 
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‘nothing but the probandum, as the suggestive meaning stands in the relation 
of necessary concomitance with the former. Besides the two facts, the sugges- 
ter and the suggested are not perceived simultaneously. So the contention 
of the dhvani theorist is only a slap-dash assertion. This is the contention of 
Mahimabhatta. 

We have already discussed the relation of the suggestive and the suggested 
meanings and shown that the objections of Mahimabhatja based on the 
supposed impossibility of the simultaneous cognition of the two facts pro- 
ceed from а superficial assessment. The relation of the revealing light and 
the revealed jar is on a par with that between the suggester and the suggested, 
‘The light in the first moment dispels the darkness and reveals the jar in the 
next, Such is the case with the suggester and the suggested. The suggester 
is understood first and the suggested next. When the jar is revealed, the 
light also is revealed along with it. Had the light ceased to reveal itself when 
the jar is revealed, the revelation would not take place at all, The revelation 
of the light and the jar is snychronous in the second moment. This is also the 
case with the suggested meaning. When the meaning is suggested or revealed, 
the suggestive is also felt along with it. That the expressed meaning and the 
suggested meaning are felt together has been made abundantly clear in the 
Previous discussion. Mahimabhatja’s objection has been shown to be based 
оп partial observation of the relation between the expressed meaning and the 
Suggested meaning in the initial stage. He makes capital out of the isolated 
cognition of the suggestive fact in the first moment and contends that the 
two facts, viz. the suggestive and the suggested are mutually independent of 
and incompatible with one апо!һег.!? This has been shown to be an invalid 
contention on the examination of the necessary co-presence of the two mean- 
ings as contents of one cognition in the subsequent stage in all instances of 
апі. 

It has been made abundantly clear before that rasa-experience is neither 
an illusion nor is it a case of inference. Rasa is experience of the latent emo- 
tional predisposition existing as а real fact in the appreciative critic (sahpdaya), 
So the contention that rasa is an experience of an illusion and a simulation 
of the dominant sentiment is only а wrong view. We have shown that the 
relation between Vibhdvas and rasa cannot be а case of imitation (anukarand), 
We have shown that though the vibhdvas ete. are the cause or condition of 
rasa-experience as such, there must be a time-lag between them in the initial 
‘stage, which is the stage of unrealised rasa. They are intuited together in the 
ultimate result. This ultimate result is rasa and not the penultimate experience 
of the conditions. We have also shown that the synchronous 
of the revealer and the revealed is also not absent in the case of both vasti- 
“зат! and alamkdradhvant, that is, suggestion of fact and suggestion of 
figures, The apparent condition shown in the statement of Anandavardhana 
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does not involve а contradiction at ай. The charges are due to slip-shod 
thinking or inspired by the same kind of motive which accrues to a profession- 
al lawyer who takes a false brief. The conclusion of the advocate of the 
dhvani theory is that there is a temporal hiatus between the suggester and the 
Suggested, but the former in the initial stage is not possessed of the suggestive 
value, The suggestive meaning and the suggested one are intuited together. 
The two are synchronous in the aesthetic experience” Even in the case of 
the light and jar, in the first moment the light dispels the darkness which 
conceals the existence of the jar from the view of the percipient, And when 
the jar is revealed the two are felt together such is the case also of the sugges- 
tive and the suggested meanings. So the definition of dhvani cannot be cons- 
trued as that of inference. There is, we remarked before, a relation between 
the suggestive (ууаяјака) and the suggested meaning (wyangydrtha). But 
this relation cannot be reduced to the kind of logical relation which is the 
condition of inference. The logical relation must be objective, necessary 
and universal. In default of any of these adjectives, inference will be falla- 
cious, The relation between the suggester and the suggested meanings is 
‘one which is discovered or intuited by the poet, and by the literary critic 
who is cognisant of these imaginative relations. After all, the poet is not 
‘concerned with the logical task of proving a thesis. The logician, therefore, 
is guilty of misapplication of the logical canons and rules when he subjects 
the poet's performance to the test of formal logic. There is а current story 
that Newton read the ‘Paradise Jost’ and threw it aside with the remark.. 
"What does it prove’? The story may be true or false. But like the value 
of biblical parable, its value is undeniable. After all the рос! docs not 
prove а conclusion by following the rigorous application of the rules of 
logic. The poet portrays a truth, which is not accessible to the scientist 
‘The physicist may make a ridicule of Wordsworth's poetic effusion over the 
‘Rainbow’. То him the rainbow may be nothing but a combination of physical 
colours. Diamond may be nothing but orystalised carbon to the chemists. 
But they have an aesthetic value. The poet's work is also possessed of value, 
though it may not be valued by the economist or the merchant who wants 
to make an economic profit. Mahimabha\(a’s criticism of dhvani theory is 
inspired by his logical prepossession. He, too confesses in his unguarded 
moments that poetic inference is different in kind from that of the formal 
logician and this amounts to throwing up the sponge. 
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MAHIMABHATTA’S FRESH OBJECTIONS AGAINST 
THE DHVANI THEORY AS FORMULATED 
BY ANANDAVARDHANA 


We now propose to discuss the further criticisms of Mahimabhatta. In 
the first chapter we have given an account of the objections levelled by 
Mahimabhajta against the аналі theory sponsored by Anandavardhana. 
The criticism of Mahimabhatta centres round the definition of dhvani or 
Suggestion as formulated in the Dhyanydloka. The definition presupposes 
that in first-class poetry the expressed meaning and the expressive word аге 
Subordinated to another sense. This sense is neither expressed by primary 
denotation (abhidha) пог by secondary denotation (Шапа) but by another 
function which Anandavardhana calls suggestive function (vyañjunā). This 
function of suggestion is affirmed to be verbal in character, that is to say, 
it belongs to the word and not to its meaning. Word and the expressed 
meaning are subordinated to this suggestive sense. Mahimabhatta does not 
deny the existence of this meaning, but he controyerts the assumption that 
this is communicated by a verbal function. In his view a word has only one 
function, viz. abhidhd, the primary function and one meaning. i. the primary 
‘meaning denoted by it. Even the so-called secondary meaning (laksydrtha) 
is not delivered by a verbal function called Jakgund.! It is also a function 
of the expressed meaning leading to the understanding of the secondary 
meaning by virtue of a logical necessity. In plain language, the secondary 
meaning is understood by means of inference. The tertiary meaning is also 
made known by inference. We shall discuss these issues more elaborately 
after finishing the examination of the concept of dhvuni as set forth in Ananda- 
vardhana's definition: 

‘The expressed meaning (vdc)sirthu) provides the occasion for the under- 
standing of the supposed suggested meaning. It (expressed meaning) can 
discharge this function, if there is a necessary relation between the two i.e. 
itself and the suggestive meaning. Without a recognisable relation the sugges- 
tion would be only haphazard, arbitrary and dependent on personal whimsy. 
Apart from the consideration whether the suggested meaning is inferred 
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that this must be subordinate to the latter. A means is ipso facro subordinate 
to the end and this is obviously the nature of the relation between the two 
meanings.* We have already shown that this adjectival clause is superfluous 
because even in what is called by Anandavardhana and his followers a species 
of poetry with its suggested meaning subordinated to the expressed one is 
only a figment of their subjective preconception. The suggested meaning by 
its very nature must have its supremacy over the expressed meaning. The 
Supposed ascendancy of the expressed meaning in the figures samdsokii 
(Speech of Brevity), aprasturiprafamed (Indirect Description) and the like 
is at best metaphorical. The expressed meaning being germane to the context 
is regarded as possessed of primacy. But the charm of a poetical expression 
is not determined by relevancy and consequential primacy in the process 
of understanding. The primacy of the expressed meaning in this context is 
of the psychological order. The logical primacy must belong to the suggested 
meaning. This is the main brunt of Mahimabhatta’s attack.” We have repro- 
duced this argument in order to facilitate the understanding of the essential 
character of dhvani. 

Ruyyaka has made a probe into the relative merits of the two rival con- 
ftentions, The subservience of the expressed meaning to the suggested or 
inferred sense may be possible in three ways. (1) The primary meaning is the 
means to the suggested meaning (2) The former may be inferior to the 
latter in point of literary grace. (3) The primary meaning may be negatively 
regarded as not being subserved by the suggested meaning.* Positively the 
relation may be stated as follows: When the suggested meaning is found to be 
subservient to the expressed meaning, the latter has the primacy over the 
former. When the primary meaning is overshadowed by the suggested 
meaning and the former is thus subordinated to the latter, it is not subserved 
by the suggested meaning. It does not receive any advantage from the sugges- 
ted sense, The situation of the primary meaning as not receiving any benefit 
from the suggested meaning is to be regarded as the loss ofits primacy. The 
relation of the primary and the ulterior meaning. suggested or inferred, is 
по to be considered as опе of means and end. On the contrary, the relation 
which is intended to be stressed in the апі theory is to be understood as 
опе of benefactor (upakdruka) and beneficiary (upakdrya). That which 
receives benefit, i.e. the beneficiary is always in the position of the master 
апа the benefactor is rather its servant inasmuch as the benefactor does not 
receive a service from the beneficiary but a monetary ог like consideration 





* Toth by arthasya tivad upasarjanikrtätmatvam anupideyam eva. Талу ‘рамага 
pratityartham upattasys 
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in return. This fact of one being the recipient of benefit and the other being 
the provider of benefit, which is found to be the case in the relation of master 
and servant, is the criterion for determining supremacy and subordination.* 
In the case of тані the suggested meaning enjoys preponderance over 
the primary. But in the case of zamdsokti and the like, the relation is reversed. 
‘The suggested meaning is found to add grace to the primary meaning. The 
primary meaning is here the receiver of the benefit from the suggested mean- 
ing and hence the primary meaning is to be considered as enjoying a posi- 
tion of advantage.* 

When Anandavardhana affirms that the primary meaning must be subor- 
dinated to the suggested meaning in order to give rise to poetry called йалт, 
itis to be understood as laying stress on the fact that the primary meaning 
is not in the postion of advantage. This advantage is to be understood in the 
aesthetic sense, Aesthetically speaking, the primary meaning is found to 
have a superior status relatively to the suggested meaning, when the former 
is made more graceful by the service of the latter, In the description of 
moon-rise, the moon is given out as the lover of the evening playing the role 
of the sweetheart. The love-affair is suggested, but this makes the poet's 
description aesthetically more appealing. The moon and the evening 
natural inanimate phenomena have little poetical charm. The superimpo 
tion of the lovers behaviour upon the moon and the evening inVests them 
with a special aesthetic charm,” 

Logically speaking, Mahimabhatta is right in insisting on the superiority 
‘of the suggested meaning over the primary. But it is not the logical position, 
but the aesthetic status which is to be taken as the criterion, Mahimabhat{a 
ignores this aesthetic aspect and judges the relation of the primary and 
suggested sense as a logical question and hence his animadversion fails to 
undermine the solid basis of Итал! theory. 

(2) His second criticism relates to the insertion of ‘word’ in the definition 
of dhvani. The subordination of the word is too obvious. A word is employed 
for conveying a meaning and as such it must be subordinate even to the 
primary meaning. The primary meaning gives rise to the suggested meani 
аз a means and as such Word is removed from the latter (suggested 
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by a third degree. The adjective that ‘it should subordinate itself" is thus an 
idle superfluity. A word gains preponderance only in grammar or philology 
and only when it is quoted or mimicked. But this objection also is inspired 
by superficial appraisal. A word also becomes suggestive in the case of 
verbal suggestion, where a word possesses double meaning, the second 
meaning is understood by suggestion” Mahimabhat{a’s contention that 
verbal suggestion is an impossibility is neither fair nor faithful to experience, 
А word may have an etymological meaning and a conventional one. The 
conventional meaning is more powerful than the etymological, in accordance 
with the dictum ‘convention is more powerful than etymology.” But there 
аге cases where the etymological meaning is understood after the conventional 
meaning. In this case, the etymological meaning can be communicated only 
by suggestion. 

(3) As regards the charge, that a word can never have preponderance 
over the suggested meaning, it is also not borne out in all cases. The word 
must subordin: expressed meaning to the suggested sense is a qualifying 
clause in the definition of Anandavardhana’s dhvani. This qualification is 
not redundant. There are cases, in which the primary meaning of the word 
gains ascendancy over the suggested sense. In the verse: 


Drsyä Кеќауа goparãgahrtayî Кїйсїп na гуа mayî 

Tenai'va skhalita’ smi nãtha рабайт kith nãma па” lambase/ 

Ekas (vam vigamesu khinnamanasāń sarvabalinii gatir 

Gopyai *vam gaditah salesam avatid goşthe harir vas ciram// 

—DHV. П, р. 240 

all the words are possessed of double meaning. The first meaning is intended 
to conceal the second meaning, but the second meaning is overtly expressed 
by the adjective “sale? This word saleka hintfully makes the second sènse 
obvious. And thus the suggested meaning becomes subordinac to or understood 
with equal primacy with the primary meaning. This robs the verse of its excelle~ 
псе which it would have, were the adverb ‘sulesam* (hintfully) omitted from 
it. Where the suggested meaning is directly expressed, it loses its title to be 
called dhvani, In order to prevent this contingency the clause ‘where the 
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Word subordinates its primary meaning to the suggested one’ is employed 
as a necessary condition." 

(4) The fourth defect alleged by Mahimabhatia in the definition of 
dhvani that the expression ‘tamartham’ in masculine gender is unjustified, 
because the pronoun always refers to and stands as a substitute for the noun 
stated before. In verse 6 of the Dhvanydloka,—'Sararvattsvddu tadarthavastu™ 
(that matter i.e. the suggested meaning) is given in the neuter gender. This 
is only a verbal defect. It has been only added to make the list of defects 
expressible by а round number, namely, 10. Аз a matter of fact it is not under- 
sandable why this defect has been alleged in view of the immediately pre- 
ceding verse in which the suggested meaning has been expressed by the 
word in the masculine gender.’* Of course Abhinavagupta while explaining 
“tamartham’ refers to ‘Sarasvati зудди tadarthavastu’ ii уай ишт" and 
‘Mahimabhajta’s criticism їз based on this reference. But it is obvious that 
Abhinavagupta's interpretation that the pronoun ‘tamartham' refers to and 
stands for “Sarasvarl svddu tadarthtvastu’ is only illustrative. AU the subse- 
quent verses are elaboration of the fact that suggested meaning is possessed 
of special charam of its own. Sometimes this suggested meaning is designated 
by the word ками in verse 6 and by ‘artha’ in the definition and in verse 
12 of the Dhvanyiiloka. We do not attach any importance to this objection 
of Mahimabhatfa and therefore the proposed emendation is uncalled for. 

Again his fifth and sixth objections viz. the dual number in the verb 
‘ypankur and the insertion of ‘yû’ are also misleading cannot stand the test 
of scrutiny. They have been already met by Abhinavagupta. There is no 
orginality in the sixth objection since it is said to have been first voiced by 
Bhajjandyaka, Va" has the sense of ‘or’ and as such, shows the difference 
between “dabilaiaktimiiladhvani” (verbal suggestion) and ‘Arthaaktimila- 
тап, (suggestion based on the primary or secondary meaning), The dual 
number is employed to stress the fact that though there is a difference between 
suggestion derived from the expressive word and the suggestion derived from 
the expressed meaning, the co-operation of both word and meaning is not 
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хо be overlooked in both cases. Аз as been said by Abhinavagupta and the 
same has also been quoted by Mahimabhajta that even while the expressive 
word (vicaka-sabdd) plays the predominant role, the contribution of the 
‘other factor viz. meaning cannot be left out of account. For example, 
in laksand the primary sense is shown to be irrelevant and inappropriate 
and accordingly it is the expressive word, which is responsible for the suggest- 
ed meaning. The expressed meaning is contradicted and as such is shoved 
aside. But here, too, though the primary meaning is jettisoned, yet its contri- 
bution to the suggested meaning cannot be entirely denied. The word suggests 
the tertiary meaning only, because it is known to be possessed of a sense. 
In laksand though the primary meaning is barred out, the tertiary meaning 
stands in a definite relation to it. In point of fact the primary meaning is 
identified with the suggested meaning. Thus in the notorious example of 
laksana іп *Сайкдуд® ghoşab’ the colony of cowherds is on the Ganga (river), 
the primary sense ‘current of water’ is identified with the secondary sense 
bank. And it is by virtue of this identification that the qualities of the pri- 
тагу meaning, viz. sacredness, coolness and the like are understood in the 
secondary meaning. This has been demonstrated by cogent arguments by 
Mamumajabhatta. We refer to the explanation of this important issue in 
the Kavpuratrvasamikyd.'* So here too the co-operation of word and meaning 
is undeniable. As regards the suggestion by the primary sense, there also 
the word has an important role to play.” The particle ‘nir (or) only serves 
to emphasise this fact. This fact of mutual co-operation of word and meaning 
is inevitable in every case of suggestion. The word is not a nonsense nor 
is the meaning independent of the word and this fact of dual operation is 
‘suggested by the dual number of the verb “куд ш”. The objection of Mahima- 
bhatta that word and meaning cannot function simultancously'* is beside 
the point. Itis not meant that the two function together at the same time, 
So this objection is not possessed of much weight. 
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(T) The seventh defect alleged is the use of the verb ‘vaiktab'. Apart 
from the dual number, the verb vi + ej is not approved by Mahima- 
Ъћаца. Tt seems to be his intention that Anandavardhana here begs the 
question. Word has only one function ‘abhidhd’ primary denotation, and 
suggestion is nothing but inference which is made possible by the primary 
sense and not the word. But this objection too is not fair. The definition 
only states that suggestion is a function of the word or the sense and where 
the suggestion is present, poetry attains excellence of its own. It is only 
propounded as a thesis that there is suggested meaning and word and its 
sense give rise to it and the entire work is devoted to the proof of this pro- 
Position. So this alleged defect is based on the fundamental difference of 
attitude and belief and not a logical lapse. 

(8) Let us now address ourselves to the consideration of the eighth 
defect exposed by Mahimabhatia in the definition, The diwani poetry is 
called а “special type’ (Kavyuvisesa). There can be no speciality (иери) in 
poetry proper. Poetry as such is to be designated as divani and it must 
consist in its being the embodiment of rasa. That rasa is the very life and 
soul of poetry is also endorsed by Anandavardhana who definitely asserts 
that it is газа itself and not anything else which constitute the soul of poetry. 
‘And this is found to be the very life principle of the Ramayana, the work 
‘of Valmiki, who is accepted to be the first poet in India, It is the grief which 
the poet felt on the annihilation of one member of the pair when engrossed 
in the act of enjoyment, and this provides the motive force of the whole 
work and expressed itself in his poetry. So there can be only one type of 
poetry and as such, if by the special type any other kind of poetry be intended 
that would be pointless. If rant be the only determining character, poetry 
bereft of rasa will be a contradiction in terms. So there can be no variety 
in poetry. Poetry and dhvani are conterminous and both are enlivened by 
rasa. If there be any other variety intended it would not be a case of dhvani 
and as such no poetry in all conscience. Mere adjustment of sound and sense 
‘without rasa cannot pass for poetry and as such cannot be the variety intended 
to be expressed by the special type.” Nor even can it be contended that 
there are two other varieties of divani, viz. vastu-dhvani i.e. suggestive of 
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dhvani, because it will fail to have any aesthetic appeal. A suggested fact 
must play the role of a vbhdva or anubhava and culminate in rasa without 
which it will have no claim to be considered as poetry. In other words, there 
may be different varieties of suggestive facts, but not of rasa which is supposed 
to be invariably and immediately suggested and is the life of poetry. More 
over, if vastu-dhvani (suggested fact) be conceded to be a variety of poetry 
and to stand in a class of its own, the definition of dhvani would be too 
narrow. Thus if the definition applies to vastu-dhvani it will not apply to 
rasa-dhyani, because the two are mutually exclusive, If pure fact suggested 
be considered as poetry, then even conundrums and riddles should also pass 
for good poetry, because there is a fact suggested by the words and meanings. 
If, however, riddles and conundrums are not endorsed as poetry on the 
ground that they have no aesthetic appeal, it is better and more reasonable 
to reserve the appellation of poetry only to rasa-dhvani.™ 

IF speciality be supposed to mean a special excess of aesthetic charm, 
that will only reduce it to nonsense. All aesthetic charm is due to the capacity 
of the adjustment of word and sense for evoking aesthetic experience of 
rasa. And газа is nothing but an experience of delight which admits of 
neither excess nor diminution. Nor can it be supposed that rasa plays а 
subordinate role to any other factor. Rasa is self-contained and self-subsis- 
ting. It can never play the second fiddle 10 anything else. 

“There may be difference in the conditions of rasa, but none in the result. 
In drama the words of the poet are reinforced by songs and gestures. In 
other kinds of poetry, epic or lyric, it is the recitation of the poet's words 
which gives rise to the experience of rasu. Thus whether one witnesses а 
dramatic performance or listens to the recitation of the poem, the result 
is the same. The enjoyer of poetry is absorbed in it and is turned away 
from extemal objects into his own innerself, The joy that emerges in his 
mind is his own real essence. This joy is independent of any reference to 
any external fact, such as the hero, or the heroine or her physical gestures 
and movements. These serve as the occasioning conditions and do not enter 
into the fabric of aesthetic experience. In the ultimate enjoyment of rasa 
the aesthetically equipped auditor or reader is absorbed in himself and enjoys 
the bliss which wells up from his innermost self. 

м Na ca masitmanah hivyaiya vastumdtradibhir уер, Gakya adhîtum нера vibba= 
vadirûpataya rasibhivyaktihetutvo "рат. Tato’ sya vikisatopagame vû yatra 
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What is the function of the poet? It is the arrangement and manipula- 
tion of the conditions, that is, of the vibhdvar and anubhdvax etc. which 
invariably culminate in the emergence of rasa-experience. In drama, these 
external conditions are demonstrated on the stage and in pure poetry it 
consists in the manipulation of the expressive words, the meanings of which 
Progressively increase in volume and range by association of ideas, which 
are not strictly within the orbit of the primary meaning. Of course poetry 
not, according to Indian writers on poetics, meant merely for diversion, 
recreation or pastime, Its function is not only to please but also to edify. 
We have already dwelt on the point in order to show that poetry is a serious 
pursuit of truth, and in that it serves to cultivate the tastes and preferences 
for better things. It creates in the mind of the audience a repulsion against 
what is ugly and detestable, and admiration for what is good and noble. 
‘The drama caters to all sorts of persons. Even the most vulgar people who 
are addicted to gross sensual things are attracted by dance and song and the 
make-up of actors and actresses and scenic environment and gradually 
acquainted with finer values, In this respect, a drama has advantage over 
Pure poetry. It has appeal both to cultured and uncultured sections alike. 
ОГ course this holds of good poetry and drama and not of cheap and vulgar 
sort. Indian thinkers are unanimous that poetry is also a discipline which 
aims at emotional purification and moral regeneration simultaneously with- 
‘out the boring effects of moral lessons, inculcated in the religious books.* 

We have tried to make out that both drama and poetry succeed by the 
aesthetic appeal and emotional satisfaction which lead to the realisation 
of bliss inherent in the self. In one word, rasa is the soul of poetry. Rasa 
is however а unique experience which does not admit of excess or dimunition 
and this is the only determinant of poetry. Though the different types of 
poetry and drama have different characteristics, there is no difference in 
the result, viz., rara. The difference of conditions does not make any differ- 
ence in rasa-experience. The best type of poetry which is called dhvani 
derives its claim from this very characteristic that it is the best vehicle of 
rasa. As regards the divisions of poetry into "vastu-divant’ (suggestion of 
fact), alankara-dhvani (suggestion of figure) and rasa-dhvant, it is the last 
which is poetry in true sense of the term. The other two are only poetry in 
masquerade. It is not denied that there may be vasrudhvanî or alarhkara- 
Аш эйр of МА or шге. Ыы ier ec а аНЫ 
proper unless they are leavened with газал» It is to suppose 
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inevitably occupies the predominant position of the master. Furthermore, 
it îs not meet and proper to regard other types of composition as poetry 
by way of metaphor. In the appraisal of poetry and its worth we just abide 
by the dictum of Patafjali, the author of the Mahabhagya. “Between the prin- 
cipal and the subordinate, the real and its simulant, the genuine and its 
imitation, the former should always be preferred.’ So poetry is poetry, 
because of its contribution to rasa. Such being the case, there can be по 
difference of kind. Poetry is only of one kind and the other kinds recognised 
by Anandavardhana are only false pretenders. As regards the classification 
of poetry into epic (Mahiikivya e.g. Картой), lyric (khandakavya e.g. 
Meghadata), the difference implied relates only to the subject-matter and 
also form, but not to the essence of it. So designation of dhvani as а ‘special 
type of poetry" has only the novelty of а name. It does not give any thing 
new except the nomenclature. 

‘The designation ‘special type of poetry’ (kûvya-viteşa) contains an otiose 
qualification. Whether the special type of poetry is intended to mean а 
special kind of excellent poetry or no, there is no justification for the qualifi- 
cation ‘special type’. Even if it be conceded that there are other types of 
poetry and dhvani is the best of all, yet the characterisation of it is super- 
fluous. It follows from the very definition that dhvani poetry is the best, 
because it embodies rant and overrides word and sense. The definition 
sets forth the uncommon characteristics of the thing defined and serves to 
distinguish it from others by reason of these very qualities not being found 
in the latter. The qualities are the essential part and parcel of the object 
defined and its differentiation is understood without any express statement. 
Mahimabhatta gives an example. When a man informs a stranger witnessing 
а royal procession that the king is the person who is mounted on the horse, 
the latter understands that the person on the horse is the king and not any 
body else. It will be inexcusable pleonasm to state that the king is the king 
and not any body else because it is implied by the description. This is the 
rule. And so the expressed statement that dhvani is ‘a special kind of poetry” 
that is one which is distinguished from other types, if possible at all, will be a 
сазе of pleonasm.™ 
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Furthermore, the clause ‘called «тті by scholars of recognised authority 
and original thinking’ (siribhié kathitah) should have been omitted alto- 
gether, whether the verb has reference to a specific subject or а generic class, 
А verb necessarily refers to a subject (Karta), There can be no statement 
Without a speaker. So the expressed statement of the subject ‘scholars of 
recognised authority’ is redundant. It follows from the very definition 
that the kind of poetry defined must have been stated by a person oF persons 
who are conversant with it. So this is also vitiated by the literary defeot 
called statement of what is not to be stated (avdcyanacanarh).™ 

Ruyyaka after faithfully explaining the arguments of Mahimabhayya 
gives x dispassionate and unbiased evaluation of the relative position of 
Mahimabhatta and Anandavardhana. Mahimabhatta would be correct 
and his arguments would be unassailable if his conception of poetry 
were accepted without qualification. Theoretically Mahimabhatia is a 
doctrinaire critic. The definition of any fact or concept must take cognizance 
of the current acceptation of the term standing for it. It is not legitimate 
to put one’s own construction upon it on а priori grounds. Now Ananda- 
vardhana accepted the traditional usage and convention which has been 
sanctioned by long standing recognition of experts. Now poetry according 
to custom has been divided into two types viz. (1) Poetry par excellence, 
(mukhyd) and (2) subordinate grade (gauna). ОГ these two, poetry proper 
is one in Which the suggested meaning gains the upper hand of the primary 
and secondary meanings. But there is also another class of poetry which 
has received the sanction of tradition. It is one in which the suggested 
meaning loses its predominance and becomes subordinate to the primary 
meaning of words. Mahimabhajta also could not give a wide berth to this 
class of poetry. Не has, however, contended that the suggested meaning 
is more charming and beautiful even in this variety and as such, should come 
within the ‘purview of the first category. We have already examined the 
worth of this contention and shown that the disregard of qualitative difference 
between the two types is the result of a misconception of what is meant 
by pre-eminence of the suggested meaning over the primary опе. The two 
types must be kept in two separate water-tight compartments and must not 
be forced into one mould® by procrustean tactics, This will require а four 
de force which may excite one’s admiration for ingenuity, but will not be 
faithful either to tradition or to intrinsic value. 


M Kinca ‘saribhib kathita’ iti Kathanaksiyikartmnirdetab puktadvaye "py ауйсуя eva. 
‘Kartrroitravivaksiyain Keiydyab kartravyabhicdrat karirviieravivakşāyäm anantaro- 
‘Ktakramena vyiparavideyasambandhid eva tadvidesivagatiiddher ity avis; 

We Ty 04 


-a 

















Mahimabhatta's Fresh Objections зз 


‘The contention of Mahimabhatta that а type of poetry in which the sugges- 
ted meaning has fost its predominance should be relentlessly banished from 
the field as a false pretender bespeaks his doctrinaire attitude and adhesion 
to а pet theory which has not been accepted by any other writer. Tt may be 
maintained that poetry is enlivened by rasa and rasd cannot be subordinated 
to any other factor. Nobody would deny that best poetry is of the descrip- 
Чоп advocated by Mahimabhatta. But it will be going too far to 
that the best should monopolize the field and oust the other from it. This 
will oniy illustrate the fallacy "Тһе best is the enemy of the better and the 
better is the enemy of the good.” Poetry, in which rasa is not prominint 
but subordinate to another rasa is also not denied its credentials. It (poetry) 
may be of an inferior type, but just like an inferior man has also claim to 
recognition in accordance with its worth. Poetry in which лам is pronounced 
and predominant is called rasi-dhv.ini.*" And this is the supremest and best 
of all. The best enjoys its undisputed status because the better or good serve 
ав foil to it. The jewel set in metal, gold or silver, enjoys the superior status 
over the latter no doubt. But its pre-eminence is emphasised, if not enhanced 
bby the inferior foil in which it is set. 

It is, therefore, not а sound argument to decry the inferior varieties of 
poetry: There are poetry and poetry, good, bad or indifferent. To insist on 
uniformity on theoretical grounds is unrealistic. Even the presence of rast, 
эх has been acknowledged by writers on poetics loyal to Bharata, does not 
ensure that all kinds of poetry will have the same status. Rast по doubt 
fs the culminating point in poetry. But in a drama or їп an epic there are 
found to be present several rasas, viz. the erotic, the heroic, the furious and 
the comic. But it is one among them which occupies the leading position 
(engirand). So far аз the primary or the secondary meaning is concerned, 
така enjoys its superior status over them. But in relation to the principal 
rasa, Which is the key-note of the drama or epic, they only serve as auxilliary 
conditions to the former. This has been made out in clear and unambiguous 
language by the sage Bharata, whose authority has been recognised without 
reservation by all subsequent writers. Bharata sets out the relative position 
of different rasas inter зе аз follows: “When several газат are present, that 
Which occupics the largest scope and reaches its climax of development 
should be considered as the predominant and the rest as only its 
auxiliaries 
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Ruyyaka in this connection gives a practical example by way of analogy. 
The treasurer guards the treasury with a view to warding off thieves and 
robbers. His function is to ensure the safety of the treasury and his services 
аге valued because in his absence thieves and robbers will have free scope. 
‘The main objective is to keep off the robbers and the thieves and the presence 
of the treasurer is a necessary expedient thereto,*® Similarly the function 
of other subordinate rasas is to prepare the ground for the principal rasa 
to come into full play. 

Tt may, however, be contended that the treatment of one rasa as subor- 
dinate to another is not strictly defensible. If taken in their accepted соппо- 
tation rasa is without a rival and must be the abiding sentiment. To dub 
other rasas аз subordinate allies is in direct contradiction with the concep- 
tion of rasa which is ex hypothesi self-sufficient and independent of anything 
foreign to it. This contention may stand valid so far as it goes. The rela- 
tion of subordinate alliance, if the strictly logical definition is understood 
in its literalness of meaning, should then be interpreted as obtaining between 
the abiding sentiments (srhdyibhdva) and the others as transitory moods 
(samcaribhava). Whatever may be the right interpretation it remains undeni- 
able that the principal rasa (sentiment) is nourished and reinforced by its 
subordinate allies, the transitory moods. In order to differentiate the best 
poetry, of which rasa is the quintessence, from the other types noted above, 
Anandavardhana felt the necessity of designating it as the special type о! 
poetry. Anandavardhana’s position is to be set out as follows: “Rasadhvani" 
is the best type of poetry in which rasa occupies the supremest position of 
predominance, The other types of poetry in which the presence of rasa 
is not pronounced or prominent may be ‘Gunlbhita-vyahgya’. The vastu- 
dhvani and alahkûra-dhvani should be classed above the type aforesaid 
though ultimately subordinate to rasa the first type of poetry. So there are 
three types of dhvani, viz. vastu (matter-of-fact) alamkdra (figure of speech) 
and газа. There is also another variety in which the suggested meaning 














Mahimabhatfa's Fresh Objections 85 


sokti, aprastutuprašańsă and the like.” The definition of dhvani as pro- 
pounded by Anaadavardhana is justified in all its bearings. Mahimabhajja's 
Criticism is neither fair nor faithful. It is more captious than appreciative. 
He seeks to score a cheap victory over Anandavardhana by a flourish of 
logic which in spite of its plausibility cannot be estimated as ап unbiased 
evaluation. 

(10) Let us now address ourselves to the tenth point, The objection 
under this head has not received notice of Ruyyaka probably because he did 
not consider it of sufficient worth and weight to invalidate the fundamental 
position, Even if the animadversion were unanswerable and the author of 
the definition be adjudged to be guilty of committing the fallacy of pleonasm, 
it would not affect the possibility of dhvani-poerry. At best, Anandavardhana 
‘would be guilty of careless expression which may be pruned away without 
Prejudice, But close thinking absolves Anandavardhana from the guilt. 

The reference to the grammatical subject is in our humble judgment 
motivated by deeper consideration, as has been clearly set forth in the 
Kavyatatva-samiksa.* The purpose of Anandavardhana was to establish 
his theory and make it acceptable to the academic world. Indian thinkers 
did not attach much importance to a theory which claims to be original. 
‘The dhvani theory із to all intents and purposes an original discovery of 
Anandavardhana, But he is too modest to claim any credit for this new 
theory. As has been stated by Abhinavagupta the Avant theory was dis- 
cussed and debated by a class of thinkers and literary critics. The theory 
was orally transmitted and Anandavardhana was the first man to reduce 
it to writing and give it the status of a system by meeting all possible objec- 
tions that have been and might be levelled against it. Anandavardhana in 
the very beginning disclaims all pretensions to originality. He unambiguously 
and unequivocally affirms that the theory of sugestion and revelation (ууай- 
fanî) were originally promulgated by the grammarians. The grammarians 
posit sphofa аз а metempirical principle, as the ultimate reality behind the 
phenomenal appearance of plurality. This reality partakes of the character 
of word and thought. It has been translated by the Greek word logo 
which also is possessed of the dual character viz. thought and verbal expres- 
sion. This reality is revealed by sound (dhvani). Anandavardhana adopts 
this expression and applies it to poetics. The analogy of dhvani-kdvya to the 
sphofa-theory consists in the fact that the word and the primary meaning 
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аге equable to the audible sound (dhvani or пай) and the ultimate meaning 
Which is suggested by the latter is the corresponding analogue of (sphofa).*" 
It is for the purpose of emphasising that the theory of suggestion or 
revelation із not a mysterious and unknown hypothesis, Anandavardhana 
adopts the word dhvani from the philosophy of grammar, He makes it out 
It there is nothing recondite or bizzare about it. The dhvani theory is an 
extension of a known principle to poetics. Anandavardhana has done a 
remarkable service to the cause of literary criticism by transplanting the 
dhvant theory from grammar and the rasa-theory from drama to pure poetry: 
‘The theory has the merit of harmonising and integrating all the concepts 
and cAtegories of early thinkers in a definitely recognisable hierarchy. 
Anandavardhana had to pay penalty for originality which is suspect in 
conservative quarters. He veritably prodded the hornets’ nest and made 
himself the target of the opponents’ missiles. Mahimabhat(a was ane of the 
most powerful adversaries of this theory. Thanks to the writings of Abhina- 
vagupta and Ruyyaka’s critical observations, we have been able to give a 
defensive representation of Anandavardhana’s theory, We have seen how 
the definition of «йал! has been subjected to scathing criticism by Mahima- 
Dhat{a. His criticism is possessed of overwhelming force. We must be grate- 
ful to Mahimabhatta's genius that his slashing criticism has gone a long way 
to place the dhvani theory on a stable basis and make it intelligible to posterity. 
Critics are our best friends İn that they throw the victim of criticism on his 
mettle and compels him to go into the depth. 
In the next chapter we shall take up the other issues the most important 
of which is that ‘/akyand” also cannot do duty for vyañjanā. 























Силетая Six 
SECTION 1 


МАНІМАВНАТТА'5 ATTEMPT TO INCLUDE LAKSANA 
(SECONDARY DENOTATION) UNDER INFERENCE. 


Mahimabhatta insists on what may be called his main thesis that 'abhldha' 
(primary denotation) is the only function of a word. The meaning of a word 
із what is prima facie understood by all. It is the conventional meaning 
which is given in the dictionary as the primary meaning which can be set 
down to the credit of a word. On this point Mahimabhaj{a boldly sets aside 
the tradition that Jaksand is а secondary function. It is his contention that 
а word cannot have more than one power and one function. If a word were 
possessed of more than one power these would operate simultaneously and 
‘without any dependence upon one another. Thus fire (agni) burns and illu- 
‘mines at the same time because the power of burning and that of illumining 
аге independently present in it. But a word does not present its primary 
and the secondary meanings at the same time.’ The secondary meaning 
is only understood after the primary meaning is found to be inappropriate 
їп а context. There is also a purpose which makes resort to secondary deno- 
tation fruitful and purposive. The primary meaning is made the scaffolding 
to the secondary. Let us take a stock example ‘Gaur béhika’, “the bihika 
is a cow’. Apparently, the man and the cow are made identical, But the 
Primary meaning, viz. а man, cannot be made identical with a cow because 
of the opposite character of each other. But this sort of assertion passes 
muster, for the identification boils down to identity in respect of a few salient 
‘attributes. The man is asserted to be a cow, because he is found to be as 
stupid and dull-headed as the cow. The attributes ‘dullness’ and ‘stupidity’ 
are common to both, They are similar and similarity is a case of partial 
identity-* It is inconceivable that unless a man bids adieu to his commonsense 
and sanity, he cannot identify one thing with another without noticing some 
common attribute between them. This kind of assertion cannot be accepted 
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at its face value and neither the speaker nor the hearer are deluded to accep- 
tance of the proposition as an unquestionable statement of fact, because, 
too obvious a contradiction stares one in the face. So the ostensible iden- 
Wty is rejected. But it is not а case of total rejection. The identity of the 
two transpires to be a case of partial identity, viz. similarity, ie., identity 
in respect of some attributes. Such assertion is inspired by the recognition of 
this common character and justifies itself by a well-understood extension 
of partial identity to total identity. Both the speaker and the hearer are 
aware of this exaggeration which has become permissible by reason of 
ventional indulgence. Exaggeration is а lie, if it is not understood as such. 
But in the case of such assertions the transition from the primary to the 
secondary meaning occurs with such facility as does not strike both the 
speaker and the hearer as some thing unusual or inexcusable lapse from the 
norm.* 
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attribution of the identity of one to the other.* Since total identification is 
actually impossible between two different entities having different connota- 
tion, identity is understood as a сазе of closest possible similarity. Total 
similarity and identity are indiscernible and this gives plausibility to simi- 
larity masquerading as identity. Similarity may serve as the ground of 
inferred identity. Mahimabhatta’s contention that Дай арӣ is a case of infer- 
ence may be conceded so far as similarity is considered as the ground of 
inference. And gaunt-laksand based on similarity may be accounted for by 
inference if we accept the contention of Mahimabhatta. Partial similarity 
may be exaggerated into total similarity by an exercise of imaginative latitude. 

But this hypothesis at most accounts for guunilaksand, which, we have 
seen, is based upon similarity and similarity may be stretched by imagination 
to total identity. What about other cases of Гадалі, which are called pure 
Guddhd) being based upon other kinds of relation? This also need not pose 
а special problem. The contention of Mahimabhasta is that there must be a 
recognisable relation between the two meanings which makes it possible 
for one serving as the ground of inference of the other, 

As has been observed, this apprehension of identity of one with another 
is not always and necessarily based upon similarity, but any kind of relation- 











bank of the river Garigd and not on the river аз such, which being only а 
current of water is unsuitable for human habitation. The close proximity 
of the river is the reason for its identification with the bank. So it is also 
а case of inference. When the river is identified with the bank it is under- 
stood that the river cannot be the bank. But on account of close proximity 
the river is given out as the bank and the hearer understands the intended 
‘meaning that the river here stands for the bank,” It is the primary meaning 
of the word river which serves as the ground of inference of the supposed 
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secondary meaning." It is a fecile misconception that the bank îs the meaning 
оГ the word ‘river’. A word cannot signify any thing but what is its proper 
primary meaning. The conventional meaning of the word Guigd is nothing 
but the ‘river’. The motive behind such tortuous mode of statement in which 
‘one thing "А" is given out as “B` is the intention of the speaker to convey the 
idea that “А? possesses some of the identical qualities of В”. Thus the quali- 
ties of coolness, sanctity and the like which are associated with the river 
‘Ganga? are deliberately transferred to the bank, its putative secondary 
meaning. The reason for this understanding of qualities of one in the other 
ties in the apparent identification of the two. The "Сабе фий river cannot 
be the habitation of human beings, but it is so фый bank. This roundabout 
Statement brings out the implication that though numerical identity is out 
of the question, there is qualitative identity. Thus, the ‘bank? is not meant 
by the word Gungd, but inferred from the meaning of it, ‘rîver', The sanctity, 
coolness and such-like qualities of the river are transferred to the bank 
because the former is used as the name of the latter. The primary meaning 
and the secondary meaning are used as identical terms interchangeable for 
опе another, This interchangability gives rise to the transference of the 
‘qualities of the one to the other.” 

Of course, this sort of usage of one term for another is not logically 
justifiable, but it has got the sanction of current usage. In ordinary parlance, 
та word having a different denotation is used to signify another object, if there 
Îs a relation between the meanings. This relation may be similarity or any 
Other kind, viz. that of cause and effect; container and contained; opposition, 
association and so on.” Scch statements, viz.**England has declared wat 
‘against Germany’. “The press and the platform are unanimous in their protest 
against this inequitous measure” are not misunderstood as regards their 
intended meaning. England stands for the English people, its inhabitants; 
«е "резу" for the journalists who get their statcments printed by the press: 
the platform for speakers who stand on it to deliver their addresses, In 
brief, the use of one word for conveying а meaning other than its conventional 
meaning is permissible only if there is a recognisable relation between the 
two ‘The transition of the primary to the secondary meaning is 
made possible by this relation just like the relation between the probans and 
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the probandum. ‘Thus the apprehension of the secondary from the primary 
meaning is a case of inference. This inference is so quick and iminediate 
in its occurence that the hiatus eludes the grasp of even intelligent nen, 
who are deluded by the quickness of the succession into thinking it to be 
the meaning of the word. Because this meaning cannot be the primary 
meaning, it is dubbed. secondary meaning. But this is a naive confusion 
though quite natural. 

Mahimabhajta argues that this relation between the primary and the 
secondary meaning serves the same purpose as the relation of necessary 
and universal concomitance (avindbhdve) between the probans and the pro- 
bandum." The former relation is not in fact necesssry and universal but 
is regarded as such, because in popular linguistic usage logic is not the deter- 
mining factor. So any sort of relation is accepted as a basis of the inference. 
‘And even educated and logically trained men accept the linguistic conven- 
tion without question, because they cannot afford to depart from the popular 
convention under pain of unintelligibility. The learned man's language, 
if strictly governed by logic, will then be unintelligible to the mass, But 
popular linguistic convention is not entirely arbitrary. One term is used for 
Another as perfectly interchangeable because of the relation between them 
and this is the norm of secondary usage.’* And this nomm is governed by the 
existence of a factual relation between the two terms. If there be no rela- 
tion, the secondary usage would become absolutely meaningless and absurd. 
‘Thus in the sentence ‘England has declared war against Germany’, ‘England’ 
is understood to mean the English people; ‘Germany’, the Gennan people 
and not promiscuously. England cannot mean the ‘Germans’ or Germany 
‘dhe English’ because there is no relation between them. The relation in the 
above case is one of locus and the located. This shows the necessity of the 
relation between the primary and the ‘secondary meaning as the condition 
Of inference. The primary meaning is implicitly accepted as the probans 
and the secondary meaning as the probandum. It will be а case of hysteron 
proteron to transfer this relation to words. A word has relation with the 

meaning and with nothing else and so can сопусу the primary 
теат and not any thing, which is connected with it, much less, what is 
not connected at all. It follows that the so-called secondary meaning cannot 
be the meaning of a word. It is a case of pure inference." 
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To sum up, the use of one word for another is a case of identification 
of the meaning of one with that of the other. This numerical identification 
із ео ipso a case of connotational identity. The identification of the river 
With the bank implies the transference of the qualities of the former to the 
latter. The primary meaning. thus, recedes into the background and since 
it is togically unwarranted, the identification becomes the ground of the 

+ inference of the secondary meaning. The relation which makes the identi- 
fication justifiable is either similarity or any other kind, Thus the secondary 
usage is of Iwo kinds as based on similarity (Gun!) and non-similarity 
(Guddha). Both equally make the transition from the primary to the secondary 
plausible because of the relationship between the two. It is not logically 
correct To suppose that the word here gives up its primary meaning and 
appropriates the secondary meaning. On the contrary, it is the primary 
meaning which gives rise to the inference of the secondary meaning, for the 
relation obtains only between the two meanings and not between the word 
and the secondary sense."* 

In the so-called secondary usage, people superimpose one meaning 
upon another by way of identity and not one word upon the other since 
а word can communicate its own primary meaning only, Such being the 
case, а word cannot be used for any other meaning than its primary one, 
оп account of its inherent incapacity. As regards the ultimate meaning, 
viz. the transference of connotation of one word to another which is supposed 
to justify the unaccustomed use of а word for an unaccustomed meaning, 
it is purely а case of inference as the identification of one meaning with 
another entails necessarily identity of connotation. The denotative function 
of words is necessarily confined to its primary meaning and this is the only 
meaning which is made known by yerbal function. As for the secondary 
and metaphorical meanings they are understood after the primary meaning 
and as such, the former depends upon the latter. It cannot be regarded as 
а function of the word. It is because of the immediate succession, uncritical 
people think that the secondary meaning follows from the word and not 
from the meaning. This is, however, a natural mistake. Further, meaning 
and word are not of co-equal status but on the contrary, the former assumes 
‘primacy over the latter, and as such the two cannot be superimposed 
їһег.!* When the superimposition of one meaning upon another 








i lukhyavrttiparityago 
Мно ‘rihantare hy arthab svasimyam anumàpayet// 5 
VV. 1, рр, 116-17 (Slokas 46—48), 














е 


`Мамтаһһаца on laksand vs inference 9з 





special additional connotation it is affirmed to be а case of secondary denota- 
tion by logicians and rhetoricians alike. The conditions of the secondary 
usage (viz. the incompatibility of the primary meaning (*mukhyddrtha-bddhat') 
and its relation to the secondary meaning (‘Kak ya-sumbandhu’) and the motive 
(prayojana) resulting in the qualitative identification of the primary meaning 
with the secondary meaning are understood by us as the logical conditions 
of inference. The secondary meaning is not the primary and if it is implied by 
the latter, it is obviously a case of inference. It follows from the considera- 
tion that а word cannot have any denotative function except its primary 
* The secondary usage cannot have a direct concern with the 
denotative word as has been maintained by Anandavardhana. 
Anandavardhana has denied the possibility of the identification of the 
secondary function with suggestion, that is, inference from our standpoint. 
But we maintain that the secondary and the tertiary meaning are identical 
being entailed by the conditions of inference alike. The contention of Anan- 
davardhana that the identification of the secondary and the tertiary meaning 
‘would involve undesirable consequences such аз over-extension (ativpdptl) 
and over-timitation (итудр!!) is unjustifiable. It is not а fact that the secon- 
dary usage is not a case of suggestion or inference. Consider the verse, “Three 
classes of people pluck the gold-flowering earth, the hero, the learned man 
and one who knows how to serve’. In the first sentence (suvurna-puspdm) 
ete. the primary meanings of the words cannot be accepted as literally 
correct facts. The earth does not put forth flowers of gold nor do the persons 
actually pluck the flowers from the earth. The secondary meaning, vir, 
that these persons are eminently successful in acquiring wealth is under- 
stood after the primary meaning of the sentence has been found to be unten- 
able. In it, the whole sentence is responsible for the secondary meaning. 
‘other words, the secondary meaning can be understood from an individual 
word and also from a sentence. This is the contention of Anandavardhana. 
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Mahimabhafla says that this is also а case of inference. The secondary 
meaning is as much known by inference as the supposed suggested caning. 
Therefore, there is no difference between the secondary meaning and also 
the tertiary suggested meaning in the process of understanding, One meaning 
acts as the logical ground i.e., probans (йа) for the apprehension of the 
other as the probandum (йт), In all cases of secondary usage, one thing 
is identified with another and this has been shown to be the adequate condi- 
tion of inference.” 

As regards the so-called conventional words (rijdha), viz. lavaya (loveli- 
ness) and зо on, which are supposed to be indicative of the secondary meaning 
‘without the intervention of the primary meaning and as such, thought to be 

pable of conveying a suggested meaning, this is also not endorsed by 
МаћітаЪћаца. He contends that here also the primary meaning yields up 
the secondary meaning, because the former serves as the probans for the 
latter. As the so-called suggestion is necessarily а case of inference, the use 
of the conyentional (unetymological) words should also be regarded as not 
different from the cases of suggestion. The primary meaning of the word 
{vaya is centred round salt. It is the assumption that the partaking of salt 
produces loveliness. Loveliness is thus related to the primary meaning by 
way of causality. The secondary meaning is thus known by inference from 
the primary meaning because of the causal relationship. So the contention 
of Anandavardhana that in these uses, there is no suggestion, that is, inference 
according to Mahimabhatja, is not logically or psychologically true." 

Anandavardhana has cited a large nwnber of statements in which the 
secondary meaning is only understood and no other ulterior meaning by 
way of suggestion. But Mahimobhatja contends that there is no secondary 
function possible because words have only one function ie., primary deno- 
tation, The secondary meaning is always understood by inference and so 
also the suggested meaning. Thus secondary meaning and tertiary meaning 
аге on the same level. It is not the contentin of Mahimabhafta that ай 
cases of suggestion are necessarily cases of /aksand. But he contends that 
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what are cases of secondary denotation are cases of inference. If there 
is another meaning that will be also known by inference. In all such cases 
the primary meaning is understood as a logical ground of the tertiary meaning. 
There must be a relation between the two meanings and this relation is 
assumed to be the logical relation of necessary concomitance by poetic 
imagination. Anandavardhana contends that the suggested meaning 
must have an emotional appeal and charm which cannot be conveyed by 
the primary or the secondary function, This also is admitted by Mahima- 
bhata. What ultimately boils down to be the line of demarcation between 
‘the two theories is that according to Anandavardhana suggestion is а free 
imaginative construction, whereas Mahimabhatja seeks to find out the basis 
of this poetic imagination in logical entailment. There is much that is com- 
топ and the difference із more or less a matter of attitude,"* 

So far as secondary denotation (luksund) is concerned, Mahimabhatja 
regards it as a function of meaning (urth) and not of word Gubdu). In this 
he seems to take his cue from Kumarila who also regards lak sand as а func- 
tion of the primary meaning and not of word (in strict literalness). Accord- 
ing to Kumirila the secondary function is only related to word аз а remote 
condition. Mahimabhajja follows it up and equates it with inference, In 
this liberal interpretation of inference as covering all sorts of derivative 
and consequential concepts, Mahimabhatta strikes an original attitude. 
It is of course undeniable that there is enormous logical plausibility in the 
contention of Mahimabhajta. But whether this quantum of plausibility 
satisfies the demand of academic logic is a question on which there can be 
no unanimity. The advocate of the divani theory finds in this an attempt 
for over-simplification of a very complicated issue. Inference and suggestion 
cannot be regarded as equivalent unless the former is stretched beyond its 
conventional limits or the latter is restricted by limitations of formal logic, 

Mahimabhagta concludes his treatment of secondary denotation by 
reference to a controversial case. “You had rather eat poison than dine 
in his house” is a statement which has been cited as a case of pure suggestion.” 
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I is of course obvious that the primary meaning is not compatible with the 
status of the speaker and of the person addressed. The speaker is a friend 
and a well-wisher, He cannot enjoin а person to eat poison, The purpose 
is to emphasize the undesirability of dining in the house of an enemy. To 
‘eat a meal in the house of an implacable enemy is more obnoxious than eating 
poison. How can this be accounted for by inference, if it is taken as a case 
‘of lakjund? Here Mahimabhatta shows that a person who knows the context, 
the character of the speaker, and his relation with the person addressed can 
easily infer the purport of the speaker, who deprecates social intercourse 
with an enemy as more dangerous than cating poison. It is also a case of 
inference from the meaning of the sentence. The suggested meaning is 
understood by inference, In the Kavyaprakda—, Mammatabhatta in dis- 
cussing the implication of the statement joins issue with those who account 
for ууайјапд (suggestion) by the intention of the speaker (tdiparyxi) аз embo- 
died in the words. 


SUCTION п 


A CRITIQUE 
THEORY OF LAKSANA. 





We have seen that Mahimabhatia is never tired of reiterating the theory 
that word has only one function i.e. the primary denotation. From time 
immemorial Гайдна (secondary denotation) has been regarded as a function 
of word not only in India, but also in other countries. And the conditions 
of secondary denotation are, (1) incompatibility of the primary meaning 
with the context (mukhydrthabddha), (2) a recognisable relation between 
the primary and the secondary sense (Sakyasambandha), (3) а purpose for 
this indirect expression (prayojana). In case of words used in a sense other 
‘than the primary one sanctioned by Jong convention, one has not to account 
for the use of such words in the accepted meaning. As has been observed 
by Kumārila, conventional secondary meaning is on the same footing with 
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the primary meaning. It is such a usage which has the sanction of long- 
standing convention which is perhaps as old as the original primary meaning. 

We have, of course, seen that Kumirila regards secondary denotation 
as a function of the primary meaning. But he has not repudiated the bearing 
of word upon the secondary meaning. Mahimabhatta seeks to reduce it to 
inference and flatly declines to regard it as а verbal function. He ploughs 
а lonely furrow. Of course he has taken the cue from Китдгйа and the 
Wording of Kumirila’s definition of faksand may have encouraged him to 
formulate his original theory. Kumarila defines Jaksand as the understand- 
ing of а meaning necessarily concomitant with the primary meaning. 
The second condition set forth above is a recognisable relation (ukyd- 
sambandh). But nobody has gone the length of insisting upon it as a case 
of necessary logical concomitance, which is the essential condition of infer- 
ence. Inseparable relation (avindbhdra) is not to be strictly understood 
аз necessary concomitance as between effect and cause. It is a simple rela- 
tion of any kind. This proviso is necessary for eliminating the scope for 
secondary meaning being a plaything of chance or individual caprice. In 
the proposition "There is a colony of cowherds on the байк” (Gangdyin 
Ghosab), the primary meaning is unsuitable and the secondary meaning 
is the bank, But the bank is not of any other river, say the Volga or the 
‘Thames, simply because there is no relation between the primary and such 
secondary meaning. Mahimabhajta makes the relation of proximity (айт. 
pu) the ground of inference of the attributes of the primary meaning in the 
secondary. There is no doubt that this extension of meaning entailed by 
secondary denotation (aks) is admitted by ай writers as а matter of 
fact and further this has been asserted to be the prupose and justification 
of roundabout verbal usage, But the relation of proximity cannot do duty 
for logical relation of necessary concomitance (кури), There are many 
‘other things on the bank of the ‘Gunga’, but they are not regarded аз застой 
ог cool like the water of the Guiigd. Proximity cannot be the logical ground 
of the inference of coolness and sanctity in the bank, for these qualities 
pertain to the river-water and not to the bank. A conclusion which is materi- 
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ally false is not endorsed in Indian logic. We do not also come across any 
instance of such unwarranted assumption in any standard book of European 
logic also. Similarly the proposition “The man is a cow’ is understood to be 
а case of vituperation, because the identification of the man with the cow 
is resented on this ground. But as a matter of acknowledged fact neither 
denotationally nor connotationally the man can be identified with the cow. 
‘The attributes of the cow are not found in the man. It is a libel and false 
imputation. To make this equivalent to inference is going too fur, This is 
neither supported by experience nor entailed by logical consideration, 
Оп the contrary, everybody feels that it is the words which give rise to 
this sense. 

There is another powerful consideration against this theory. It is а 
necessary postulate that а verbal meaning can be construed with another 
verbal meaning." The meaning of the verbal proposition is derived from 
the meanings of individual words and any other meaning extrapolated into 
it either by way of inference or implication cannot be susceptible of syntactic 
construction. If the bank qua-meaning be understood by inference, it would 
not be capable of being syntactically construed with the accompanying words. 
‘The logical necessity of this rule makes the verbal judgment (Sabdabodha) 
confined to the meanings of the words employed in the sentence. Thus the 
sentence “A man fetches water with a pitcher’ must imply that the pitcher is 
is not a leaky vessel nor is the man a cripple incapable of movement. There 
may be many other facts understood by association. These extra meanings 
аге not regarded as necessary constituents of the meaning of a sentence. 
‘The dictum of Sabara, “The meaning of a meaning is not the meaning of а 
‘word,”** precludes the smuggling of а meaning underived from constitutent 
‘words into the meaning of the sentence. The position adopted by Mahima- 
аца thus entails a defiance to the fundamental laws of verbal judgment, 
We are, therefore, constrained to conclude that Mahimabhatta's ingenuity 
and love of originality, though admirable, cannot be endorsed in toto, so 
far as his interpretation of laksand is concerned. 
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It is а matter of sruprise that Mahimabhatta who came after Abhinava- 
gupta and was conversant with the commentary of the Dhvanydloka has 
not made any comment on the observations of Abhinavagupta on the illo- 
gicality of the thinkers who would have sought to account for vyañjanā 
by means of /aksund (secondary denotation). Incidentally Abhinavagupta 
considers the claim of inference to supersede vpudjand. To take up the typical 
case of laksand (Сайрйуйт Ghogah) “There is a colony of cowherds on the 
river Сайрай, the secondary meaning viz. the bank is understood to be posses- 
sed of sanctity ıd coolness which are the attributes of the river. It cannot 
be logically maintained that the properties of the river are transferred to the 
bank on the ground of proximity. This is clearly а case of inconclusive rea- 
soning (anaikdntika). It is not a matter of fact that too closely situated 
entities would interchange their qualities or appropriate the qualities of the 
other neighbour. Nor can it be argued that though proximity may not 
guarantee this transference of attributes, the peculiar employment of the 
‘words in a sentence leads to this conclusion. In other words the use of a 
word in a secondary sense is indicative of this interchange of qualities. A 
transference of epithet necessarily entails the transference of qualities of one 
to the other. The proposition ‘The boy is а lion’ (Sinho mdnavakah) is а 
stretching point. So it is a case of inference. But what is the basis of this 
universal concomitance? It is neither by observation nor authority that we 
сап arrive at this knowledge of necessary concomitance. It is by observation 
of concomitance in agreement and difference that we can be assured of the 
relation being necessary, But no such independent evidence apart from the 
verbal ussge is available. As for authority and the like, they too derive their 
cogency from observation. So this attempt to make away with suggestion 
(vyafjana) by means of inference cannot be successful. 

‘Though this is not а refutation of Jaksund (secondary denotation) as 
а case of inference as maintained by Mahimabhatta, in so many words it 
attracts the very substance of Mahimabhatta’s arguments, Mahimabhatta 
Seeks to reduce laksand (secondary denotation) to inference on the ground 
of the relationship between the primary and the secondary meaning. Abhi- 
nlavagupta has shown that this relation is not equivalent to necesssry conco- 
mitance (удри) and this point, if established, robs the argument of all its 
probative value, 

















Cnarrer SEVEN 


SECTION 1 


AN UNBIASSED APPRAISAL OF MAHIMABHATTA’S 
FUNDAMENTAL POSITION 


It may sound as a paradox to observe that Mahimabhatta should be regarded 
аз a staunch supporter of dhvani rather than an opponent. The only differ- 
ence between the position of Anandavardhana and that of Mahimabhatta 
lies im the latter's emphasis that divani or suggestion is a case of inference 
inasmuch as there can be no suggestion unless there is a nexus between the 
two meanings. This is not denied by the advocate of алі. But the relation 
does not come up to the standard of formal logic according to the exponent 
of the dhvuni theory. We have already made it clear that there із а wide 
gulf between a poetically imagined relation and the logical relation. Besides 
Indian logicians are uncompromising on the material truth of the premises. 
Judged by the standard the two cases of inference will fall widely apart. 
And if in spite of this wide divergence the two cases are placed оп а common- 
footing, it will only amount to extravagant extension of the meaning of 
words which has neither the sanction of convention nor of logic. The ques- 
tion of agreement apart, the exponents of тат! and Mahimabhatja joins 
hands in combating common opponents who seek to include suggestion 
Within the ambit of primary denotation (abhidhd). It is a pity that the theory 
combated is not found to be advocated in any independent book. We know 
it only ftom the criticism of Abhinavagupta and Mahimabhat{a. Mammata- 
bhatia only reproduces it in his Kdvyprakdéa and his argument has no novel 
feature in it. According to some thinkers who belong to the school of Miihd- 
тий sponsored by Prabhikara, a word has only one function which begins 
with abhidhd (primary denotation) and extends to what is called suggestion 
(vyañjanā). This function is a protracted affair which includes all the mean- 
ings that are understood from it. In this respect a word bears striking resem- 
blance to an arrow or some such missile discharged by ап archer with all 
might and main.* The arrow’s movement is one indivisible act which pierces 
* Ye tv abhidadhati so "yam igor iva dirghadinghataro vyäpära it. , . (abhidhävyäpärab) 
a et seq. —KP. V, p. 213 
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through the armour, the Vital parts of the enemy, and robs him of his Ше, 
Likewise а word communicates its primary meaning, its syntactical construc- 
tion with the meanings of other words, and the ultimate meanings assumed 
to be made known by suggestion. So suggestion is not а different function 
but a part of the natural power of the word, We call it abhidhd, а primary 
denotative capacity. But this function is not exhausted until all the meanings 
intended by the speaker are understood. What is the meaning conveyed by 
а word? It must be admitted that which is intended by the speaker to be 
understood by the auditor. This is in conformity with the dictum “The 
meaning of a word is that which is intended to be conveyed” (yatparah 
sabdah sa sabdarthab). The suggested meaning is not unintentional. It is 
admitted even by the advocate of the novel dhvani theory that the suggested 
meaning is made understood by the word. But he postulates a different 
function of the word which the calls yywijand (suggestion). But a word has 
only one function, viz. abhidhd and this covers all the meanings that are 
conveyed by it. This view is quoted and criticised by Abhinavagupta in his 
commentary Locana. He asserts that this view was sponsored by the Mimarn- 
sists who held that a word denotes not a simple meaning but its connection 
also with other meanings (anvitdbhidhdno)’ Mammatabhatta fathers it upon 
the school of Mimiimsa and in this he only echoes Abhinavagupta.” Mahima- 
bhata also criticises this theory. It is not unwarranted therefore to infer 
that а section of followers of Prabhikara’s Mimitnsi propounded this 
‘extraordinary view in order to combat the dhvani theory, As Anandavardhana 
does not refer to it, it is presumable that this theory was promulgated after 
the dhvani theory had gained adherents and became a current coin among 
а good number of literary critics. We now propose to set out the reaction 
of Mahimabhatta. 

‘Muhimabhatta argues that a word docs not communicate suggested 
meaning all at once in а direct way, The meaning can be accredited to the 
word only in an indirect and remote fashion. The primary meaning is first 
understood and then the other meanings follow in succession. The word 
may be at the utmost a remote ancestor and not the direct progenitor of the 
apprehension of the meaning. The relation of causality even in respect of 

-apprehension of meanings cannot be maintained between any two events 
which are separated by several links. If remote succession be the criterion 
of causality, the potter Who manufactures a pitcher for carrying water can 
be regarded as the cause of the blossoming of flowers in spring, because the 
pitcher serves as an instrument of flowering plants. The dictum of the logi- 
Cians “that the cause of a cause is not the cause of the effect produced by the 
Tatter" cannot be ignored in any way. The remote cause can be supposed 

Janyitabhidhsnavidi ‘yatparab fabdab ка sabdārthab" iti hrdaye grhîtvã daravad 
ала нуйрмгат eva dirghadirgham ваш ct sed- — Ваката, 1, р. 6 
“FKP. V, pp. 21244 
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to bear upon the effect through the intervention of the second cause produced 
by it, In other words, the effect of an effect is not the effect of the primal 
cause responsible for the former. Unless this salutary rule is adhered to, 
anything can be the cause ог effect of any other thing and thus causality 
will be an indeterminable relation.* 

Besides the example of the arrow is devoid of all relevancy. This arrow 
discharges all the operations of cutting through the armour, hitting the vital 
part and killing the enemy by one natural function. But such cannot be the 
Cuse with word. A word does not convey its meaning without the previous 
knowledge of the conventional relation (shketa). It denotes the primary 
meaning only when its conventional retation to the latter is antecedently 
known. It stands to reason therefore to conclude that a word only denotes 
the meaning to which it is known to stand in conventional relation, If a 
word could denote any thing irrespective of convention, it might convey 
any other meaning. But this is preposterous, So the ulterior meaning other 
than the primary one must be set down to the meaning of the word and not 
to the word itself.“ 

Abhinavagupta approaches this problem from а different angle. Well, 
the Mimimsist derives the extraordinary theory from the dictum that ‘the 
meaning of word is that which it is intended to convey’. Let it be granted. 
that all the meanings conveyed by a word in succession are to be accredited. 
to the Word. Let it also be conceded that this verbal function is а protracted 
function like that of an arrow. But the crucial point is “Is this function one 
ог тапу?" How can it be one when the meanings are different. It must 
then be resolved into a plurality of functions. There is the difference of 
meaning and also the difference of anciliary conditions. The condition of 
the denoted meaning is convention. The condition of secondary denotation 
is the inappropriateness of the primary meaning and the failure of syntactical 
‘construction. The condition of the suggested meaning is diverse. The con- 
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meanings and that of the anciliary conditions enforce the conclusion that 

the function is not one homogeneous indivisible whole but a plurality. Fur- 
thermore, the accepted dictum “A word, understanding, and action discharge 
their function once and come to a мор" ought to be taken into account. 
They cannot function without interruption. Thus a word denotes а primary 
meaning by means of denotation (abhidhd) and the suggested meaning by 
‘Suggestion. These different functions are heterogencous in character. The 
different conditions and different meanings naturally presuppose different 
functions of the word. It is, therefore, extremely inappropriate to lump 
them together into one verbal operation.” 

Furthermore, there are successive stages in the communication of different 
meanings. In the first stage the conventional meaning is understood. In 
the second stage the syntactical construction of the meanings is appre- 
hended. In case of secondary usage, the secondary meaning is understood 
in the second stage and the syntactical construction follows in the third 
Маре. The suggested meaning is understood in the fourth, This is apparent 
from the analysis of the process involved in the communication of meaning 
by word: 

Let us now examine the implication of the MimAmsists’ contention. 
What does he mean by laying stress on this protracted verbal operation? 
If it is meant that the suggested meaning is understood all at once, how сап 
it be denoted in the absence of conventional relation?” The Mimämsist 
may contend that convention is necessary for the communication of the 
primary meaning which is held to be the universal (xdmdnya) by the followers 
of Kumérilabhayta. Take, for instance, the proposition “The сом yields 
milk’. The word cow means not a particular individual cow but а cow in 
general. In other words, it is the universal cow which is denoted by it, But 
the universal cow has no causal efficiency in regard to milk. It is only а 
particular cow which discharges this causal efficiency. The particular is 
understood by implication, or by secondary denotation (Jaksumd), ог by 
another function of the word called “гараг”. For this the knowledge of 
the conventional relation is not necessary. The suggested meaning therefore 
does not presuppose the knowledge of conventional relation for being under- 

“stood. Well, after all, the causal relation is an empirical one and must be 
understood in conformity with experience. Let all these propositons be 
conceded to be true for the sake of argument. But the question necessarily 
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crops up whether the suggested meaning is understood first. But how can it 
be understood by means of primary denotation without the conventional 
relation? If ît is held to be understood at the last stage, how can it be set 
down to the credit of ардаа?" As has been observed by Mahimabhatta 
the causal relation between the primary denotation and the ulterior meaning 
cannot be established by any standard acceptable to philosophers, It must 
therefore be admitted that the suggested meaning is understood in the wake 
of the primary meaning. Of course, it is a fact that the suggested meaning 
is understood almost simultaeously with the primary meaning. But this 
simultaneity is apparent. There are several stages in between the two. But 
on account of the quick apprehension of the person endowed with aesthetio 
flair and imaginative insight, the sequence is not felt. This is also the thesis 
of the dhvani theorist. But this does not argue that there is only one func- 
tion which accounts for all the different meanings. We may cite a parallel 
‘case. A man who із trained in logical discipline and by reason of long prac- 
tice draws inference immediately from the knowledge of the probans. This 
does not mean that he does so irrespective of the recollection of necessary 
concomitunce. To an appreciative critic the apprehension of the suggested 
meaning, be it a matter-of-fact (wistu), figure (alarhkärd) or rasa, occurs 
ак if, at а flash, But this does not annul the necessary successive stages, 
As for the contention that there is а relation of cause (літики) and effect 
(naimittika) operative behind the process, the «талі theorist has no difference 
from the Mimiysist. But what the exponent of dhyant insists is that primary 
denotation (abhidd) cannot serve as the only cause; but there are others. 
It is true that when the effects are diverse the causes must necessarily be во. 
If the diversity of causal operations is admitted, it follows that for the аррге- 
hension of the suggested meaning a separate function has to be necessarily 
postulated." And this function is called suggestion (ууајалд) in contradis- 
tinction with the primary and the secondary denotation. This is in confor- 
mity with the procedure adopted by the Mimàrhsist in.determining the 
relative strength of the meaning conveyed by a word (‘éruti') ог implication 
of the meaning (Jiga), sentence, context and so оп and so forth? This 
‘shows that one primary function cannot account for the different meanings, 

‘The examination of this view has brought into relief the difference between 
the Mimirhsist on the опе hand and the advocate of dhwani and inference 
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оп the other. The latter two are divided in their opinions regarding the status 
and the nature of the suggested meaning. But there is this agreement that 
the suggested meaning cannot be accounted for by the primary denotation. 





SECTION n 
THE CRITICISM OF KUNTAKA'S THEORY 
OF VAKROKTI 


Mahimabhatta appears to be the first writer on poetics who subjected 
Kuntaka the author of the Vakrokrijivira, to а scathing criticism. In the 
second chapter which is to all intents an independeat work dealing with 
literary defect (оза), Mahimabhatta has trounced Kuntaka. He has begun 
his treatment with his critique of the verse"* which is shown in the Vakrokti- 
Jivita to be а perfect specimen of poetry. He has attempted to expose that 
Kuntaka’s pretensions as а man of genius and super-ordinary literary critic 
аге absolutely baseless, It appears that Mahimabhajta had no soft corner 
of Kuntaka’s clamis for an original discovery."* In point of fact Камака 
маз a reactionary. His Vakrokri is nothing but a rechauffé of Bhimaha’s 
thesis," His originality rather consists in the attempt to show that all the 
examples of divani are cases of oblique statements. Their charm consists 
only in the extraordinary mode of expression. The dhvani, that is, the sugges- 
ted meaning is nothing but a figure which only adds grace and beauty to 
the verbal expressions and their meanings. It cannot bs according to Kuntaka 
anything superior to the meaning denoted by words. Anandavardhana 
anticipated such criticism. Figures (alamtdras) and graceful diction (tua) 
аге the only striking features of poetry and if vani is to be accepted as 
conformable to aesthetic taste and constitutive of literary grace, it must be 
subsumed under either of these two categories. 

Kuntaka was master of striking diction and forceful composition. He 
sought to revive this old theory with all its pristine glamour. He created 
а furore but his influence was ephemeral, He does not seem to have received 
much attention from future writers. He did not ignore the importance of 
тані. On the contrary, he accepted dhvani as опе of the beautifying 
elements, He, however, relegated it to the status of a figure and not even a 
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Primus inter pares. “Word and sense matching each other and adjusted with 
appropriate grace іп а compact texture, remarkable for their departure 
from commonplace mode of usage, constitute good poetry with an aesthetic 
appeal of its own." This is in a nutshell the sum and substance of his con- 
tention. The diction of poetry must be remarkably different from the manner 
Of expression which is appropriate to a scientific work. This differential 
feature constitutes the speciality of poetry, It is not a commonplace, straight- 
forward and forthright statemeat of fact, The speciality lies in its deviation 
from the style of expression which is conducive to the direct delivery of, 
meaning, He calls the speciality а way of oblique expression (nakrokri),"™ 
Mahimabhatta avers that this difference from the time-honoured style 
of composition in which word and sense are selected with a view to their 
effective delivery of content may be considered in the first place to consist 
in appropriateness of diction and meaning ог in the second place in their 
competency to give rise to the apprehension of an additional meaning in 
excess of their commonplace and conventional sense. There can be no 
tertium quid The first alternative is not susceptible to dispute and as such 
does not require special emphasis. That words and meanings must be appro- 
priate and conformable to the established norms of aesthetic and intellectual 
and moral standards is a nezessary characteristic of poetry, It follows from 
the very concept of poetry and does not deserve spe ial mention, The poet's 
function is to effect proper adjustment of the vibhivas i.e. character and 
environment, appropriate expressions, verbal and physical, and passing 
emotions and feelings calculated to nourish the dominant mood. They are 
to be adjusted according to acepted norms with a view to emergence of the 
aesthetic delight. The soul of poetry is rasa that is to say, the aesthetic 
delight created by it. There can be по inappropriate лез», aestheli: ог moral 
which frustrates aesthetic enjoyment. It therefore does not require separate 
statement in the definition of poetry. 
H Sabdirthau sahitau vakrakavivyipSraistiot 
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‘The second alternative only amounts to the definition of dhvani in dis- 
guised form. That this is the intention of Kuntaka is amply testified by 
his use of the varieties of dhvuni and their examples under a different style 
and name. He endorses the contention of Anandavardhana that the sugges- 
ted meanings are directly and forthrightly communicated by words. In 
other words, he admits the possibility of suggestion as an additional verbal 
function which is not regarded as logically sound by Mahimabhatta. It 
has been shown that according to him а word can have only one function 
and the so-called suggestion is only а case of logical deduction." 

‘That oblique statement is not substantially different from dhvani is cor- 
toborated by the very words of Kuntaka, Only he gives it a different name 
viz. ‘vakrokti’ (oblique statement) and his credit for originality consi 
only in the coinage of а new terminology. This vakrokzi is a blanket word 
Which covers widely different shades of meaning. Let us reproduce Mahima- 
Bhafta's version of vakrokti in English “When the same meaning is expressed 
in unwonted form, giving wide berth to the beaten track with a view to 
giving it an appearance of diversity, it becomes a case of vakrokrt (oblique 
statement). This meaning assumes diverse forms according as it is implied 
by word oF sentence and the like; зо also the obliquity of expression varies 
correspondingly with the varied manner of delivery,” 

In refutation of this stand of Kuntaka, Mahimabhajja observes that 
word has only one function for expression of meaning and this is primary 
denotation (abhidhd). The other expressive function must needs belong to 
the sense, It should be noted in this connection that Mahimabhafta takes 
strong exception to the view expressed by Kuntaka that diverse meanings 
сал be conveyed by a Word ог a sentence. It is implied that а word has 
different expressive functions apart from abhidhd (denotative capacity). 
Kuntaka does not deny suggestive function (vywAjund), but seéks to make 
it subordinate to the expressed meaning, or even if the independence of the 
suggestive meaning is conceded, this would only be an instance of vakrokti 
which is a blanket term inclusive of expressive and suggestive senses alike. 
‘This amounts to а restatement of Anandavardhana’s definition of dhvani 
in disguise.** 
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Now Mahimabhatta poses a question. If the meaning which according 
to Kuntaka constitutes vakrokri is different from the expressed meaning, 
the Tatter would be the probans of the former. One fact can prove another 
only if there is a necessary relation between them. In other words, the expres- 
sed meaning can yield another meaning only if the former is necessarily 
concomitant with the latter. So the apprehension of one meaning from 
another will be a case of inference, pure and simple. If the meaning be 
identical, there will be no diversity of statement (yakrokr/) since the oblique- 
ness must consist in the use of hintful words and meanings. So diversity 
of vakrokti, which is bound up with the diversity of meanings conveyed 
by word or sentence transpires to be a case of inference.** 

Mahimabhatta now switches over to a fresh examination of »yanjand 
(a suggestive function). A word cannot have suggestive function in addition 
to its denotative capacity, since there can be no relation between the word 
and the suggested meaning. The relation of word and meaning is determined 
by convention (sehker) and nothing else. If in spite of the lack of relation 
а word can convey a meaning, there will be no limit to it. It cannot be sup- 
posed that a Word has natural relation to a meaning like the one subsisting 
between a musical note with a sentiment of love and the like. Were this 
meaning as natural as between music and emotion, it would be intelligible 
to all and sundry. But this is not the case. Only a select few with logical and 
aesthetic equipment can understand such meaning. 

Nor can the relation be conventional, because the suggestiveness is 
admittedly conditional. The conditions may be the expressed meaning, 
the context, the status of the speaker and the hearer and so on without limit. 
‘These conditions differ without any determinate limit and аз such the reln- 
tion between the words and the said meanings is as incapable of being ascer- 
tained as the relation between a particular individual word and а particular 
individual object. The impossibility of this procedure has been clearly set 
ош by Patafijali in the Paspald where he cites the legend of Brhaspati and 
Indra, who began to learn the meaning of each individual word piecemeal, 
‘That one individual word conveys diverse meanings on account of the diverse 
situation, is illustrated by such sentences as follows.” “I am Rima and so 
can bear with all these changes of fortune; "О my beloved, Ката to whom 
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his life is dearer than anything else has not done anything appropriate to 
the love cherished by yow”; Thou art the hand of Rima, that banished Sita 
in advanced stage of pregnancy, how can you have any mercy? “O my God f 
have you no consideration for Ката who sleeps in a bed of grass in a cottage 
оп the brink of the river?” In all these sentences the same word Raima bears 
different meanings. If the meanings were conventional the convention 
‘would have to be ascertained tories quoties™™ 

This fs also endorsed by the Dhvanikära. The familiar relation between 
the word and the meaning is nothing but one of denoter and denoted. The 
other function, viz. suggestion follows in its wake and is dependent on diverse 
conditions. This constitutes its difference from the denotative function. 
‘The denotative function is the very life and soul of the word and becomes 
inseparably associated with it from the time of knowledge of convention. 
‘The other function, viz. vpwAjund (suggestion) is only dependent on external 
conditions and is known only when the context and the like are taken into 
account. It follows that there can be no determinate relation between a 
word and a suggested meaning. The meaning is conveyed by the word only 
when the other conditions are present and the relation of the meaning should 
be set down to the situation and not the word. This only amounts to the 
endorsement of the position that the meaning other than the conventional 
із conveyed not by the word but by the sense, So the incorporation of word 
in the definition of divani or vakrokti as the condition of the suggested 
meaning is ап otlose appendage."* 

‘We have drawn attention to the points of agreement between dhvant 
and vakrokti as deduced by Mahimabhatta. We now propose to call the 
prospective reader's attention to points of vital difference. To Kuntaka 
alahkûras, gunas, dhvani and even rasa are only contributory elements to 
yakrata, According to both Anandavardhana and Mahimabhatya the sugges- 
ted or inferred meaning by far transcends the range of expressive word 
(aeaka) and expressed meaning (vdcyu), That the expressive word is subor- 
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Secnox 1 


MAHIMABHATTA’S NOVEL THEORY 
ON PREFIXES AND THEIR FUNCTION 


Mahimabhatja has contended that а word cannot be suggestive of an 
additional meaning without reference to and the help of expressed 
meaning, To be explicit, Mahimabhajta is constantly insistent upon the 
incapability of a word having more than one sense. It has only one 
function, viz. denotation of the conventional meaning. The other meaning 
is understood only by inference. But how can he account for the prefixes 
(upasargas ) attached to verbs? It is the established conclusion of the 
grammarians ( valydkaranas ) that prefixes have no meaning of their own. 
‘They are like catalytic agents which only facilitate chemical action and 
chemical change of other elements without taking any part and without 
undergoing change by themselves. Prefixes likewise only serve to indicate 
that a verb in а particular context stands for а particular meaning without 
contributing any quota to the meaning expressed by the simple verbal 
‘expression. They only reveal the meaning. And this can be justified only 
by postulating a suggestive function of word. Thus for instance, in the 
expression ‘prdpta’ there are two elements, viz, "Pra+dpta’. The whole 
word means “attained par excellence’. The meaning is expressed by the 
verb, "арма" and ‘pra’ only acts as а pointer and revealer.* 

Mahimabhatta answer to this contention as follows: The convention: 
of the grammarians ( vaiykaranas ) endorses this theory of suggestion or 
revelation. But the grammarians convention is not based on a correct 
assessment of the value of the prefix. The idea of revelation which is 
‘appropriate to light is not pertinent to the present case. It is at its best а 
‘case of transference of epithet ( upacdra),* 

It may be argued that the root VPac and the. like denote action in 
general. Pac means чо cook’ and cooking may be of infinite varieties. 
‘But the general act of cooking includes all the specific acts and the parti- 
cular specific act is automatically understood from the general meaning 
from the context. In pursuance of the dictum “A universal without specific 
particulars is a chimera like the hare’s hom”, the particular is necessarily 
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bound up with the universal, A pure universal is an abstract fiction. But 
though the particular and the universal are invariably associated, the 
specific particular out of an infinite number of particulars cannot be under- 
stood without the help of an indicative condition. The prefixes play this 
role of manifestation.” In reply to this contention Mabimabhajta admits 
the truth of the proposition that a universal is not intelligible without a 
Particular. Any particular would satisfy this requirement, But this will not 
serve the purpose in view. The verb in a particular context means a 
Particular action which cannot be deduced from the universal to the ex- 
clusiow of other particulars. This definite particular is understood only with 
the help of the prefix ‘pra? and the like. Neither is it apprehensible only 
from the verb taken by itself. 

It now remains to be decided whether the specific meaning is convo- 
yed by the prefix or by the verb by the application of the Joint Method 
of Concomitance in agreement and in difference, The specific meaning 
qualified by the specifie adjective should be attributed to the prefix which 
is the novel feature. If the prefix be denied the capacity to connote its 
meaning and supposed to act only as a revealer of the meaning of the 
verb, the distinction of adjective and substantive would lose all justifica- 
tion. In the proposition “There is а blue lotus", it may be contended 
with equal plausibility that the adjective ‘blue’ has no meaning of its own 
but only serves to manifest the particular lotus which follows from the 
general meaning of the word" lotus’. Not only this, the whole convention of 
deneter and denoted would lose all its validity. It may be argued that even 
such substantive words as pitcher’, pen’ and the like are only revealers of the 
idea present in the mind. After all, a.word becomes significant only when 
it is understood to convey a concept. The articulation of the word by the 
speaker to convey the meaning is made possible by the subjective concept. 
It is the subjective concept which gives meaning to the word. As such а 
‘word may be regarded аз symbol or sign serving the purpose of revealing 
the idea. So the view that prefixes are only manifesters is only metaphori- 
cal in character and is not to be taken in its litera) meaning. The meaning 
of the prefix is the adjective of the meaning of the verb. And as the two 
аге understood as one whole without a hiatus, it is thought that the whole 
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meaning including the adjective and the substantive is understood from 
the verb, 

The confusion of the adjective and the substantive as опе unit is due to 
Jack of discrimination. There are two cases of adjectives. (1) internal and (2) 
external, The first serves to qualify the substantive by being attached to 
it in close proximity as lac qualifies the crystal vessel. The crystal vessel is 
white and clear. But the red lack makes it appear as red only when it is closely 
associated with it and not from a distance. The second case partakes of dual 
character. It imparts a special quality to the substantive even from a distance 
and айо in close association, Its function can be illustrated by the example 
of the magnet and iron. The external adjective again may be construed 
in apposition or stated in diferent cases, The substantive is also twofold, 
viz, the meaning of the verb and the meaning of the noun. So far as 
the prefixes are concerned they qualify as a rule the meaning of the verb, 
Conjunctions like ‘Ca’ may qualify both the verb and the noun. Only their 
‘usage before or after the substantive is determined by the specific nature 
of cach of them, Tho other adjectives are not restricted in the order 
of use.* 

Now of the two varieties of internal and external adjectives, the inter- 
nal appears to be included in the connotation of the substantive like the 
cow-niversal qualifying the substantive cow. The internal adjective and 
the substantive are apprehended without perceptible sequence and this 
apparent syachronism is responsible for the illusion underlying the view 
that they are related as manifester and manifested. The adjectival determina- 
tion is felt to be included in the connotation of the substantives. This 
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has led Bhartrhari to propose the hypothesis that prefix and verb are 
not two different entities.’ The differentiation is made for a pragmatic 
need, namely, the incidence of ‘af* before the verb and after the prefix 
аз in Prdgacchat (he has gone). 

So far as the conjunctive particles ‘cu’ ete. are concerned, they are to 
be employed in close proximity with the substantives qualified by them. 
They serve as qualifying adjectives just lac colours the crystal vase only 
in close proximity. Their qualifying capacity is determined by their position 
immediately after the substantives. The change of order will lead to erroneous 
conception by qualifying the parts of speech after which they are wrongly 
placed. So this gives a wrong twist to the contextual meaning, even if they 
аге construed with the proper substantives by a discerning auditor from 
consideration of the impropriety of connection with other parts, This will 
entail delay in understanding the meaning of the sentence and thus become 

‘ease of literary defect. All defects are ultimately cases of impropriety 
aod impropriety obstructs the enjoyment of rara as has been observed by 
the Dhvanikira. Nothing except impropriety is the cause of defection of 
aesthetic relish, Strict observance of the rules of propriety is the secret 
of acsthetic enjoyment." 

Mahimabhajta now sums up his findings in the following verses. We 
reproduce the summary, though it makes Yepetition inevitable. The re- 
petition was deemed by the author as necessary for the benefit of students 
and 1 only follow in his footsteps аз а faithful expositor. The suggestive 
faculty is not natural to words as it is to а lamp. It is on the contrary, 
fuctitious like that of smoke (which signifies fire) by reason of a relation 
(due to other causes). The suggestiveness of prefixes like ‘pra’ is postulated 
by the grammarians. But this is only а сазе of figurative use and not a 
literal one. The meaning of a word is to be understood only by the 
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application of the Joint Method in which the presence and the absence 
ofthe condition is followed by the presence and the absence of the meaning. 
‘This meaning is called the expressed meaning, ax the animal ‘cow’ is under- 
stood to be the meaning of the word cow, The disregard of this rule will 
make the apprehension of the denoter and the denoted indeteriminate 
and promiscuous. The meaning of excellence and its negation are 
understood in conformity with the presence and the absence of the 
Prefixes (pra). 

Because of the quickness of the apprehension of the special sense im- 
parted by the prefix, the sequence is not perceived and this leads to the 
erroneous idea of simultaneity. This in its turn is the raison d'etre of the 
view that prefixes are unmeaning labels.” 

А qualifying adjective is twofold acccrding as it is internal and external. 
‘That which discharges the qualifying function in close proximity like the lac 
associated with the crystal vessel, is to be considered as the internal adjective. 
‘The second external partakes of dual character like the magnet in respect of 
iron. That again is of two varieties according as it is expressed in apposition 
or in different cases. The substantive is also twofold as verb and noun. 
The noun may be the word фый word ог дий meaning.” According to 
Bhartrhari a word signifies its ownself аз well as the meaning. The subs- 
titution of a word by its homonym does not give exactly the same sense. 
Thus the proposition “The les the 
sense of uniformity, And if in the second clause ‘red’ is replaced by 
‘crimson’ the idea of uniformity will not be understood. This shows that 
the meaning differs with the different expressions though they may bear 

















* Svabhavikas dhyaner yuktam vyañjakatvań na dipavat/ 
Dhoma¥at kintu krtakata sambandhider apekyoa// 
Pradindch dyotakatvaûı yat kaiicid abhyupagamyatey 
‘Tad bhåktam eva tarresta па mukhyadh tadasambhavăt// 
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‘Yad arthabuddhis ıaya'sau уйсуо” riha Ий kathyate// 
Gofabdasye va gaur arthah si’nyathd tv avyavasthitā/ 
‘Vicyatvavyavahiirad’ea па «уз archasya kasyacit// 
PradiprayoganugamavyatirekAnusiciol/ 
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almost the same meaning. This leads to the conclusion that the meaning 
of word is not pure sense but coloured by the expressive word. 

The prefixes in general qualify the meaning of verbs. The conjunctive 
particles "са" (and). "арі" (also) etc. qualify both noun and verb. Only their 
position may vary as antecedent and subsequent. The position of other 
adjectives as antecedent and subsequent is not subject to restriction, Such 
being the character of the substantive and the adjective, it is to be under- 
stood that the internal adjective cannot partake of the dual character (of 
qualifying the substantive in close association and in distance), Wis felt 
аз part of the substantive like cowness in cow. Consequently the two 
аге felt together and the sequence is not clearly perceived on account 
of quick succession, This gives rise to the illusion of one being the 
manifester of the other. This is responsible for the assertion of the 
great savant that prefixes are integral parts of the verbs and their 
distinction is procedural for the employment of the adventitious particle 
tay’ before the verb and after the prefix in ай (imperfect tense), 
In pursuance of the distinction set forth above, men of learing do not 
approve of the construction of conjunction with words separated by a 
iatus, because these particles exercise their qualifying power upon words 
immediately pronounced after them. The gap on the other hand makes 
them qualify other words and the anomaly involved entails impropriety. 
‘The adjectives as have been set forth above, are two-fold according as they 
are internal and external. The external bas reference to the word alone. 
‘The internal has reference to the meaning as shown by the suffixes “й, 
чаг, indicating the connotation of the word, We are not concerned with 
these cases and so refrain from elaboration. So far as the conjunctive 
particles are concerned, their misplacement by а poet who is not perfectly 
Vigilant contributes to the failure of rasa enjoyment. 

Now the impropriety regarding the employment of these expressions 
gives rise to fivefold literary defect which is dealt with in chapter If of the 
Vyakıviveka?* 
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Section П. 


A CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF MAHIMABHATTA'S. 
THEORY ON PREFIXES (Upasarga) 


Love of originality is the predominant characteristic of Mahimabhatta. 
А man of ex:raordinary ingenuity as he is, he is not afraid of being 
dubbed as paradoxical. He has scant regard for the smaller fry and has 
a fascination for entering the lists against stalwarts. He has delivered 
sledge-hammer blows against Anandavardhana and has now charged 
Bhartrhari with superficiality. Bhartrhari is of the considered opinion that 
upasargas have no independent meaning of their own but only serve as 
signs for calling attention to the particular meaning of the verb with which 
they аго associated. A verbal root has а plurality of meanings,’ and the 
meaning assigned by Panini to the roots in the Dhdiupdyha is only illustra- 
tive (uplaksana) and not exhaustive. The prefix only serves to mark out the 
meaning of the verb intended in the context. The meaning cannot be set 
down to the denotative capacity of the prefix, Prefixes are only suggestive 
and symbolical in their function (dyoraka). Mahimabhatja contends that this 
is a facile mistake due to the quick apprehension of the special meaning of 
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the prefix together with the meaning of the verb. The imperceptibility of the 
sequence of the two meanings is responsible for this illusion. The verb ‘расак 
means cooks but ‘prapacati” means cooks excellently. The additional 
meaning of excellence is understood when the prefix is present and not 
when it is absent. This seems to be the case with all words which convey 
their meaning when present and the meaning is not understood when the 
word is absent. This criterion of presence and absence equally applicable 
to the prefixes and so there is no reason for denying the prefixes their 
denotative capacity." 

Mahimabhatta has made out a very plausible case against Bhartrhari, 
the greatest exponent of the Muhdbhdsya of Patadjali. But in this 
attempt to win а cheap victory, he is not free from the charge of hasty 
‘observation. He has cited а convenient example and ignored other cases 
which are not susceptible of such an easy interpretation ; е. g. Wht 
means to rob but with ‘pra’ as a prefix ‘praharati' means beating : ‘ûharati' 
means to gather or acquire ; ‘samharii" means to kill; haran’ means 
to sport ог walk at ease; 'abhyavaharati means to eat; 'pariharati 
means to avoid.\® It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to apportion 
the quota contributed by th: prefixes to the meanings. The most natural 
course would be to atribute the meaning to the verbal root, The examples 
given are selected at random and there are innumerable instances in which 
the verb assumes unwonted meaning and the prefixes with their accepted 
meaning cannot a i 

‘The argument given above does not override the chim of the prefixes 
хо have meanings of their own. But if independent meanings were attribu- 
ted to prefixes, this would give rise to difficulties and anomalies in the 
application of the rules of Sanskrit grammar. The У, 
and is intransitive but with the prefix "ира? and “ani 
meanings and the verbs are transitive. Thus the sentence “gurim update’ 
means he ‘waits upon the preceptor’ and whereas the sentence ‘gurum anvdste™ 
means ‘he sits after the preceptor has taken his seat’. The verbs are 
transitive. In the passive voice, these Sanskrit sentences assume the form 
“gurur updsyate’ and "риги апуйзуше". The accusative has dropped its suffix, 
that is, the second case-ending ‘am’. To be explicit, the passive voice is used 
in the accusative case and so the second case-ending ‘am’ which means the 
accusative, is dropped in pursuance of the rule that the meaning of a word, 
ог inflexion, is not to be stated if it has been stated by another suffix 


























Pridiprayogtnuvidhiyint tatra pacatPityadau prakarsidipratitir iti te ма. 
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че Upasargeoa dhatvartho balad anyatra niyate/ укр, 
Praharahîrasaîshîravihîraparîhêrava1// 
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and the likes* In the sentence ‘gurur updsyate’ the suffix "уа" added 
tothe Var andthe ãtmanepada'* convey the idea of the accusative. Accord- 
ingly the ‘am which is enjoined in the accusative case (singular)? is 
tomatically dropped because the meaning of it has been expressed by 
the passive form and cannot be expressed twice on pain of pleonasm, 

Now if the meaning of the accusative be conveyed by the prefix "ира" 
or ‘anu’ the verb ds will be an intransitive one. If y/äs is credited with 
the different meanings, viz. waiting upon or sitting after, there will be 
no difficulty in accounting for the passive suffix and consequential changes. 
Similar is the case of adhi + Vs (adhydste) which means ‘occupies’. Here 
also the verb is transitive and the passive form will be ‘dayyd adhiydsyate’, 
‘The same difficulty will arise if the prefix “ай” is held to govern the accusa- 
tive case. The prefixes, that is, upasargas are not like English preposition 
Itis the kaurmaprévacantyas which may be regarded as equivalents to English 
prepositions, since they have no direct relation with verbs. 

‘These grammatical difficulties were not envisaged or totally ignored 
by Mahimabhatta. The rule that prefixes are devoid of any independent 
meaning of their own and only serve as signs for helping the hearer in 
‘understanding the particular meaning conveyed by the verb in a particular 
conten! ‘thus seen to be grounded upon powerful logical considerations, 
‘The criticism of Mahimabhafta of this theory is thus slipshod and super- 
ficial. The acceptance of the theory of Mahimabhat(a, so far as the pre- 
fixes are concerned, would land us in anomalies and difficulties which are 
insoluble except on the theory of the grammarians. In so far as other 
indeclinatles are considered, Mahimabbatta’s theory does not spell any 
special difficulty. But consistency is in favour of the grammarian. 
Opinions however are divided on the semantic value of indeclinables. So 
far аз concerns the nipitas the grammarians аге decidedly.of the opinion 
that ‘their significance is vicarious. The other indeclinables are on the 
same footing with significant words. 

It must however be acknowledged that Mahimabhat{a’s observations on 
the conjunctive particles and their position in syntax bespeak his capacity for 
minute observation and evaluation and his views have been quoted with 
approval by respectable writers on poetics" It should, however, be noted 
that the grammarians headed by Patanjali and Vatsydyana™ fa his Nydyu- 
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bhiyya do not set great store on proximity as the condition of the under- 
standing of the meaning of a sentence. The poets and celebrated authors 
also are not found to be cnamoured of proximity of connectable words. 
The meaning is however, understood without a hitch even if the words 
standing in relation are dispersed in a sentence. But for a man of me- 
dicore ability the lack of proximity may be а cause of difficulty. If 
Маһітађћаца be an advocate for this class of people, his observations 
аге worthy of respect, 

Mahimabhatia, as we have observed time and again, is no respector 
of persons. He observes that the view expressed іп the Mahdbhdyya** and 
the Nydyabhdgys that syntactical construction is determined only by logical 
dependence and not temporal nor spatial proximity, is not surprising inas- 
much as they had nothing to do with poetical compositions. Their 
interest is purely logical. They accordingly did nor pay heed to the subtle 
difference of aesthetic value entailed by the position of words in a sentence, 
‘The delay in the adjustment of senses occasioned by the remoteness of 
the words bearing interdependent meanings, causes th impediment to the 
materialization of emotional reaction. И is the emotional and aesthetic 
appeal which is the primary consideration in poetry, The defect alleged 
is aesthetic in character and not purely logical. Mahimabhajta is therc- 
fore, not prepared to accept the findings of the Mahdbhdsya and Nydya- 
bhdgya as binding on literary critics. 
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is understood between the relevant parts of speech. It is the logical relevancy which 
determines the construction and lack of proximity does mot stand in the way, "Hast 
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CHAPTER NINE 
secrion 1 


MAHIMABHATTA’S CRITICISM OF THE CLASSIFICATION 
OF DHVANI AS FORMULATED BY ANANDAVARDHANA 


Mahimabhasja now sets about examining the divisions of divani as pro- 
pounded by Anandavardhana. The definition of divan contains а veiled 
reference to the two varieties of poetry, viz. (1) dhvani proper and (2) 
uuibhitavyangya, that is, the suggested meaning subordinated to the ex- 
pressed sense, In the divani poetry, the suggested meaning predominates 
‘over the expressed one. Is the gusibhituryangya а variety of poetry ос not? 
If it be so, it is the logical procedure to formulate definition of poetry 
аз such and thereafter the divisions should be shown with their specific 
definitions. This has not beea done. The general difinition of poetry is 
‘one in which the expressed meaning gives rise to the suggested meaning. 
It is this relation of the expressed with the suggested meaning that con- 
stitutes poetry. The general definition is a logical precedent of the speci- 
fic опе. A suggested meaning is according to Mahimabhajja, the subject 
matter of inference and it is this, that adds charm to poetry. It is irrele- 
vant whether the suggested meaning is predominant or subordinate аз 
maintained by Anandavardhana. Besides the division of ая! into three 
varieties viz. (1) suggestion of matter-of-fact (2) suggestion of figure and 
(3) suggestion of rasa are ай characterised by their aesthetic appeal and 
the specific difference of the one from the other is not discernible." That 
this is the undisputed fact is illustrated by the examples of the different 
varieties of зат! givea in the text. As it is concerned with description, 
and there is no amount of special interest demanding exposition, we do 
not propose to reproduce the examples (set forth by Mahimabbata), 
~ In these examples, both suggestion with its predominance and the same 
minus predominance are illustrated.* Now the point at issue is whether 
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there is any difference in the aesthetic charm. Mahimabhafla is emphati- 
cally of the opinion that there is no difference in degree or kind in the 
relish of poetic beauty. It is the presence of the inferred ог suggested 
meaning that creates beauty and gives rise to aesthetic enjoyment.” This 
is confirmed by the very statement of Anandavardhana. There can possi- 
bly be no mode of poetry in which its beauty is not occasioned by the 
Presence of the suggested meaning. This is the supreme secret of poetry 
as has beon happily observed by Dhvanikira that “The words of great 
poets though embellished with figures of speech derive their beauty and 
charm from the suggested meaning as bashfulness causes the beauty of 
women.” 

Next follows the definition of the дурй тайда. It 
of Poetry in which the suggested meaning is present but 
by the beauty of the expressed meaning.* The treatment of this variety of 
poetry evokes strong opposition from Mahimabhata. МИ, however, all 
possible divisions of divani are to be shown, there will be no end of 
it. Inasmuch as the suggested meaning is yielded by а part of speech, a 
syllable, or number, or gender and so on and so forth. This only serves 
to enable a student of poetry to understand that there are so many varie- 
ties with so many designations. This does not add materially to our 
enlightenment on the specific nature of poetry. The fact that the meaning 
suggested ог inferred may have the upperhand of or play а second fiddle 
fo the expressed meaning, does not annul the presence of suggestion ог 
inference which alone is the condition of the excellence of poetry.* Fur- 
thermore, it has been showa that the subordination of the expressed 
meaning to the suggested sense docs not require an express statement, 
because there is no deviation from this rule and it is a matter which is 
admitted on all hands. As for the subordinations of the expressed meaning 
by the word to itself, it has been shown to be an impossible case. It has 
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further been shown that the relation between the expressed and the suggested 
sensecannot be one of revealer and revealed, because this relation cannot 
subsist between them like that of light and its object. The definition of a 
special kind of poctry has also been shown to be abortive, Nor again 
the nomenclature of dhvani is appropriate for the impossibility of the 
relation of revealer and revealed.” 

The whole position is summed up as follows: If the surpassing beauty 
of poetry is admitted суеп in the variety in which the suggested meaning 
does not preserve its predominance, the special preference for dhvant becomes 
entirely unwarranted. If dhvani be the soul of poetry, and the variety 
under discussion be devoid of it, it will be lifeless and зо the assertion of 
superiority will have no purpose. In vain, again those thinkers who deny 
the existence of dhvani as the life and soul of poetry have been reviled by 
Anandavardhana, If, however, a variety of poctry lacking predominance 
ОГ suggested poetry is not denied its credentials for ranking аз genuine 
poetry on the ground of its being a condition of the relish of rasa, the 
relegation of poetry with overshadowed suggestion to an inferior status 
does not seem to have any cogency. The whole treatment of poetry in 
respect of subordination or predominance of the suggested sense is reduced 
to a superfluity. Poetry is that which has rasa for its soul and whatever 
is lacking in it, is not poetry at all. The conclusion follows irresistibly that 
the beauty of poetry is entirely derived from the leaven of suggestion and 
this only ends in the admission of inference, which is the contention of 
‘Mahimabhatta. 

Furthermore, the division of divani into (1) one with its expressed 
meaning unintended and (2) the other with its expressed meaning intended 
to be understood as subordinate to another (suggested meaning) is not 
capble of being understood without scrutiny of its implication. What is 
the meaning of ‘the meaning being unintended” ? Does it mean that И has 
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to be rejected ? Or that is it to be understood as subordinate to another 
meaning? On the first alternative, the question naturally crops up as to 
whether the meaning is to be rejected in its entirety or in part? If it is 
to be rejected entirely, its suggestiveness is also to be denied, since only 
‘one real meaning can be suggestive of another. The use of such an abortive 
expression will deserve condemnation е tautology and such other de- 
fects." If only а part is to be surrendered, we sohuld have to decide what 
part is so. On scrutiny it must be found that it means self-subordination. 
So the unintended meaning comes to imply that it is a meaning which 
is а stepping stone to another, it is subordinate and thus the three expres- 

jons ‘unintended’, or ‘intended as the stepping stone to another" or “self- 
subordination’ mean the same thing and this is nothing more than the 
elucidation of the concept of dhvani. It cannot be a species of it because 
it only states the essential nature of dhvani and is not distinct from йл” 
A species is to be defined per genus et differentium, as the species of ‘black 
cows" is a variety of the genus cow with a distinctive attribute superadded 
to it, Dhvani with the expressed meaning unintended is, therefore, only а 
restatement of its definition.“ 

‘The other varicty called one with expressed meaning intended but 
subordinate to another is an unintelligible nomenclature. What is the 
import of the word ‘intended-expressed’ meaning? If ‘to be’ intended 
means to be predominant, it cannot possibly serve as the expedient to 
the understanding of the other (suggested meaning). Tobe an expedient 
means to be subordinate. Whatever is subordinate cannot be supposed to 
be intended and to be predominant at that. So the statement, that the 
expressed meaning is intended and at the same time is expedient to another 
meaning, transpires to be a case of contradiction in terms, because the 
two meanings are contradictorily opposed. Of course а meaning can 
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special qualification of the usually expressed meaning ( väcyãrtha ) serving 

аз the substrate of the inferred excellence or detraction. The substantive 
is inferred in other cases as fire is inferred from smoke and this has little 
bearing оп the present case. It should again be borne in mind that the 
special meaning is determined by the context. And so it is the context 
Which is the condition of the apprehension of this meaning and not the 
mere words ‘Rima’ and the like,” 

As for the other species of dhvani based upon Jaksand which is called 
опе with its expressed meaning entirely surrendered and rejected ( atyanta~ 
tiraskrta-vdcya ), itis also nothing but a case of transferred epithet upacãra. 
И is on a par with the statement "The man is a сом". It has been shown 
that these cases of identity of different entities are justifiable by inference of 
qualitative sameness. As for the suggestion based оп the denotative 
capacity of a word supposed to bear two independent meanings, it stems 
from a preposterous misconception. A word cannot have more thin one 
function and that is its denotative capacity.” Mahimabhatta now sums up 
the findings in the following memorial verses : The dhvani with its ex- 
pressed meaning unintended cannot be a species of it, as it із not qualita- 
tively different from the supposed genus. Figurative statements based upon 
the secondary denotation (йад) is twofold, viz. (1) дий the meaning of 
а word or фий the meaning of a sentence. Both of them have been shown 
to be subsumed under inference. There is thus no difference between bhakti, 
that is, figurative statement and йтал! with its expressed meaning rejected. 
As for the second variety, viz. the expressed meaning intended as an ex- 
Pedient to the other meaning, it has been shown to be justifiable on account 
of the mutual opposition between the speaker's intended meaning and that 
again being intended as an expedient to another meaning. Asregards dhvani 
based on the denotative capacity of word, it is not tenable at all. The second 
meaning if understood is due to other conditions. Furthermore it has been 
‘stated more than once that а word cannot have any other function than 
denotation.” 
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SECTION Ц 


A CRITICAL APPRAISAL OF MAHIMABHATTA’S OBJECTION 
AGAINST THE DIFFERENT VARIETIES OF DHVANI 


It is refreshing to observe that there is a large measure of agreement 
between Anandavardhana and Mahimabhajta. The latter seeks to reduce 
dhvani (suggestion) to inference. This is this major contention and fundamen- 
tal difference from Anandavardhana. In the second place, Mahimabhatta in- 
sists that а word can have only one function viz. denotation ( abidhd). In the 
third place, he seeks to make out that /akyand (secondary denotation) is not 
а verbal function but an inference pure and simple. We have already exa- 
mined the logical value of these contentions and have shown that the 
difference is more ос less a matter of attitude and emphasis. We have 
shown that suggestion is not an arbitrary affair liable to vary with the 
personal idiosyncrasies of the speaker and the hearer. There is a justifiable 
connection between the expressed meaning and the suggested meaning. 
Mahimabhatta has sought to make a capital out of this nexus between these 
two meanings. But it will remain a matter of dispute whether this nexus is 
pronounced enough to serve дий the necessary universal concomitance 
Which is distinctly set forth in the major premise of Aristotelian syllogism 
as the main condition of inference; Mahimabhatta has been constrained 
to concede that poetic inference is different ftom logical inference. Here 
һе gives а point to the advocate of suggestion as а separate function of 
word and his excursion into the field of formal logic is not ig consonance 
with the spirit of poetry. 

In the preceding chapter we have given an exposition of the contentions 
‘of Mahimabhatta which are rather procedural in character. He takes strong 
exception to the classification of poetry into dhvani and gurlbhitarvangya. 
He also does not agree with Anandavardhana that there is any difference 
in kind ог degree among the three types of divani viz. vastu, alamkara and 
rasa. Let us take up the first contention that there is по qualitative differ- 
ence between dhvani and gunibhotsryahgya. Suggestion, predominant or 
‘subordinate, has the same value according to Mahimabhatta, The difference 
of the latter from Anandavardhana seems to be more subjective than 
objective. At any rate, лаза has been given the primacy over the expressed 
meaning by both the writers. Suggestion subordinate to the expressed mean- 
ing is inferior in status to suggestion predominant over the expressed mean- 
ing according to Anandavardhana. This has been universally accepted as 
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а correct appraisal and the difference in aesthetic evaluation is more or 
less а question of subjective evaluation. It is difficult to adjudge the issue 
оп logical grounds. 

As for the contention that a suggested meaning cannot be subordinate 
to the expressed meaning or the expressive word, we have already given 
our reaction in the course of the examination of the definition of divani, 
We have quoted Ruyyaka’s view and we are inclined to agree with him, 
That the expressed statement of а fact knowable by way of suggestion or 
inference spoils the aesthetic enjoyment is also admitted by Mahimabhatta." 

‘As regards his contention that there is no qualitative difference between 
Vasudhvani and alamkarā-dħvani on the one hand and rasa-dhvani on the 
other, it will suffice to say that Mahimabhatta also gives the palm of 
Superiority to rasa, He expressly states that there is no dispute on rasa being 
the soul of poetry.* So this animadversion seems to be inspired by а contro- 
versal spirit. Abhinavagupta categorically asserts that vasnudhvani and alash- 
kdra-dhvani аге rather provisional cases and they ultimately find their fulfil- 
ment in the rasa-dhvani which is dhvani par excellence. Bhattaniyaka’s 
criticism that these two varieties of dhvant are rather subordinate elements 
and not the essence of poetry is endorsed by Abhinavagupta so far as the 
part played by these two types of dhvani in the evolution of rasa is taken 
into account.* 

Mahimabhatta’s criticism of the species of dhvani called avivaksitavieya 
only raises hypothetical issues which are not endorsed by Anandavardhana 
and his followers. Lakgand has been universally regarded as а verbal function 
Ciabdavyäpära). In lakyand the expressed meaning is debarred by logical 
improprictyefrom entering into syntactical construction. The deliberate 
‘employment of a word whose expressed meaning is inappropriate is inspired 
by the intention of communicating an additional meaning. This consti 
tutes its justification. That this ulterior meaning is due to the suggestive 
capacity of the word is the view of Anandavardhana. Of course, in the 
‘emergence of the suggested meaning both word and the expressed meaning 
play their part as contributory factors. If one is to be fas 
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admit that the quota contributed by the word has the principal part to play. 
This is the raison d'etre of the classification of divani into aviyaksita- 
väcya and vivaksitdnyaparavacya, The objections of Mahimabhatta on this 
Point are more ingenious than convincing. 

As regards his objection to the nomenclature vivaksitdnyaparavacyd it 
has been seen that Mahimabhatta admits the justice and propriety of the 
clause апуараға. It is inserted for preventing the extension of the defini- 
tion of this species of dhvani to gunlbhitaryangya.* The contention 
that it should also have been added as a rider to the other types of 
dhyant rather savours of hypercritical attitude. So far аз the types 
of dhyani based оп laksand should be regarded as cases of inference, 
this has been sufficiently considered in all its bearings. His analysis of 
upacdra, that is, transferred epithet is both ingenious and convincing. It 
does not affect the dhvani theory. We are inclined to think that Mahima- 
‘bhatta’s position in this regard will be accepted by the orthodox exponents 
of the dhvani theory also, subject to the condition that suggestion should 
not be confounded with inference. 
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SABDASAKTIMULA DHVANI (VERBAL SUGGESTION) 





We have already dealt with the various objections of Mahimabhatta to 
dhvani and its varieties in the preceding chapter. The last objection 
relates to Sabdataktimila dhvani which has given rise to a sharp difference of 
opinion among subsequent writers on poetics. Though the controversy is 
rather academic and its acceptance or rejection does not materially affect 
the position of Anandavardhana, we have to take cognisance of this 
Problem in order to avoid the charge of incomplete treatment. 

Sanskrit belles-letters generically designated as kivya both prose and 
Poetry abound in words yielding two or more meanings having no material 
nexus among them. Paronomasia is a favourite devise with poets and prose- 
writers subsequent to Kalidasa. In the sixth and seventh centuries play on 
words was regarded as proof of the mastery of vocabulary and skilful mani- 
Pulation of words with double meaning for exposure of striking contrast of 
pun ог unwonted similarity became a point of pride, Subandhu the 
author of the Vasavadatid was proud of his skill in the creation of Pun! 
(Sleşa) even in syllables. Binabhatja’ is noted for balanced use of 
figures of speech based on pun in which word and meaning have co-equal 
prominence. 

In logic and philosophy the use of double entendre has been practi- 
cally banned. Each word has а distinct meaning of its own ‘arthabhedena 
Sabdabhedak'. Philosophers particularly of the Mimirhs& and Nyûya schools 
are definitely of opinion that difference of meaning must connote difference 
ОГ verbal expression. It is phonetic similarity which is responsible for 
the superstiton that а word can have more than one meaning. Logically 
considered, word and meaning stand in one to one relation, —one word опе 
meaning ; one meaning опе word. Mahimabhatta was nurtured in the 
logical school of Dhamakiriti. He is impatient of pun which he regards 
as unpardonable extravaganza. 

Poets and literary critics do not enter а caveat against logicians who 
banned ambiguous words in their discussion, Ambiguous expressions are 
apt to make room for equivocation and prevarication. This is а serious 
defect in philosopical argument. But the approach, perspective and assess- 
ment of poets do not coincide with those of the professional philosophers, 
Whether а word is capable of communicating two or more meanings 
is a metaphysical question. Poets steer clear of metaphysical contro- 
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versy. Even if the contention that one word can have one meaning be con- 
ceded the psychologically felt identity of the words having the same phone- 
tio value is not open to dispute. The poet sets по store on metaphysical 
validity but is content with psychological identity. This leads the poet to 
the scope for creation of literary value. Paronomasia gives two sets of 
different meanings which have an aesthetic value, Puns are used by poets 
all over the world. In the second place, the deliberate use of double entendre 
for expressing one meaning in the first place in conformity with the con- 
text another meaning at a subsequent stage has а specific literary charm. 
The two meanings are not understood at the same time as it is done in 
Paronomasia, in which both the meanings are intended by the poet and 
understood by the auditor. Both of them are relevant 10 the sit 
under review. This is purely a verbal devise which is also a notorious 
figure of speech. It is not open to question that both the meanings are 
intended and understood. The deliberate use of ambiguous words finds 
its justification only in the apprehension of two different meanings. IC one 
meaning were intended the poet would have used other words than double 
entendre. Though the possibility and validity of this figure have been dis- 
missed аз preposterous by logicians and by Mahimabha(ta, as a literary 
critic, the striking charm of this figure is felt and appreciated by the rea- 
ders of poetry. Apart from the question of logical validity, the use of the 
series of doublemeaning-words undoubtedly aims at the apprehension of 
two different meanings. It has received sanction of tradition among 
poets and students of poetry. The poet's purpose is to give pleasure and 











‘Sahityadarpata?. Here in the verse the poet has соте to the royal court to 
eulogise the King of Utkala whose queen was named Uma. Ота is also the 
goddess Durga, the spouse of Lord Siva. АШ the adjectives used by the 
poet qualify both the king and Lord Siva. Certainly it is the main purpose 
of the роо! to gain some substantial benefit from the king and he can 
achieve his purpose by successfully flattering him. The Lord of Uma 
(literally the beloved consort of the queen) is shining its splendour with 
his person decorated with precious jewels being firmly stationed on his 
territory, This proposition also appropriately applies to Lord Siva who 
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is the consort of goddess Umi (Umavallabhah) with his person decorated 
with vibhuri i.e. ashes and is seated on the ox (sim), his favourite 
carrier. All the words adjective and substantive are significant of both the 
king and Lord Siva. The other adjectives also have meanings appropriate 
to the glorification of king and God alike. 

Now the question arises whether both or either of the two sets of 
meanings are intended to be apprehended simultaneously or one after 
another. The poet may glorify God but this will not serve his immediate 
Purpose of gaining the favour of the king. Therefore, the meanings which 
are appropriate to the king should be understood first in the royal court, 
not only by the king but also his courtiers. But the excellence of Lord 
Siva is also apprehended because of the double meaning-words. Had the 
verse been recited at his private residence, of in the temple of Lord Siva 
it would only serve to sing the glory of the Lord. But inthe royal court 
the expression of his devotion to Lord Siva by the poct would throw doubt 
оп his sanity and sense of relevancy. It follows therefore, that all the words 
adjective and substantive should yield the meaning appropriate to the king. 
‘Thereafter, the glorification of Lord Siva is unmistakably understood by 
the learned audience in spite of the lack of distinctive relevance to the 
situation, It is then understood аз an after-thought in consideration of the 
sanity of the poet that the latter cannot be guilty of incoherent statement. 
His purpose is to emphasise the fact that the king bears close resemblance 
to Lord Siva and is not an ordinary human being. 

‘The king's culogy must have priority on account of its relevance to 
the situation. This is done by the meanings expressed by the words 
through their denotative function (abhidhd). But how do the same words 
signify the glorification of Lord Siva? A word can convey its meaning 
by reason of its denotative capacity and that is the primary meaning. 
Is the glorification of Lord Siva apprehended through the same deno- 
tative function (ubhidhd), but that is too much for words, since а 
word сап exercise its specific function only in one and the same context," 
Af abhidhd can function more than once, it will give rise to repetition and 
there will be no end of it. One word expresses one meaning by virtue of 
опе function (wymi) and when a word has expressed its meaning, its 
function has become defunct.» How can then the second meaning be 
communicated, if the denotative function is ruled out of court. This is the 
crucial issue, besides the same context is present to bar the apprehension 
of the irrelevant meaning. 

Some scholars have sought to avoid this puzzle by the supposition 
that words convey the relevant meaning first and the irrelevant one next, 
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second meaning. This is not thought to be satisfactory solution because 
not only words but also the context are inseparably connected and under- 
stood as such. So the law of relevancy will debar the double exercise of 
the same function. It is therefore argued that word must have another 
kind of capacity and function, There is of course, Jaksand (secondary 
function) which comes into play under compulsion of circumstances. When 
the primary meaning is found to be inappropriate, another meaning closely 
associated with it is communicated by the function called lakşana. Here 
ів the case of double meaning-words both the sets of meanings are 
understood without a hitch as the conditions of /aksand, viz. contradic- 
tion (mukhydrtha vadhab) and close association of the two meanings are 
not present. Oné cannot thus account for the second meaning by the 
secondary function (laksand). This can be explained if we accredite a third 
function to the word and this third function is called vyaffand (sugges- 
tion). This suggestion is entirely centred round the same expression with 
double meaning. If the „words were replaced by their synonyms, the 
second meaning would not be understood. It is therefore argued by the 
application of the method of agreement (anvaya) and the method of differ- 
ence (vyatireka) that the meaning is due to particular verbal expression, 
‘The meaning is understood when the particular expression is present and 
when that expression is absent the apprehension of the meaning also fails 
to materialise. This suggestive function therefore belongs to and stems from 
particular verbal expression and is thus called verbal suggestion, to be 
precise, suggestion rooted in the word (Sabdataktimila ип) 

is the current and popular explanation of the problem occasioned 
by the use of ambiguous words, though only one meaning is appropriate 
to the context. Now the question arises, why should one meaning be under- 
stood when the word in question, is possessed of two or more meanings, 
that is to say, when the word has the capacity for conveying all the meanings? 
In lexicographical words (Kosa) we find the lists of words which possess 
two or more meanings ог also of several words significant of one meaning, 
Bhartrhari enunciated several conditions which determine the acceptance of 
one meaning to the exclusion of the rest.“ Context ог to use the appro- 
priate logical term, the universe of discourse, із one such condition which 
helps the recollection of one particular meaning when that of other meanings 
would cause confusion and deadlock. The word recollection (Swern inthe 
text of Bhartrhari should be interpreted as determinate cognition (nireaya). 
‘The conditions enunciated by Bhartrhari simply indicate that а particular 
‘meaning is to be understood because of its relevancy to the context. When 
ап ambiguous word is heard, several meanings may be recolleted but one 
‘is selected as the intended meaning. As regards the other meaning, that 
is also understood after the apprehension of the relevant meaning. But 
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what is the function by which it is understood from the double meaning- 
words. To this question, the adherents of dhvani school gives the answer, 
that it is understood by means of vyañjanā and not by abhidhd. The 
knowledge of the context act аз а bar to the functioning of abhidhd (primary 
denotation) for the second meaning. As regards vyaAjand (suggestion) the 
knowledge of context and the like does not obstruct its operation because 
it is by its very nature exempted from such procedural rules. 

But this is not regarded as only possible explanation. It rests on the 
presupposition that context determines the apprehension of the relevant 
meaning by the indication of the speaker's purpose. But the knowledge 
of such purpose is a condition of the understanding of the primary sense 
and not of other meaning. This is not logically warranted. The 
speaker's intention is a function of his mind and as such can not be 
known by another person. If however, fûrparyd be interpreted as not a 
mental fact but the drift of the sentence which is known from the relation 
of words and meanings dkdnksd (expectancy): Yogyatd (fitness), йиш 
(juxtaposition). Then there would be по necessity for these presupposi- 
tions. After the apprehension of the relevant meaning the sentence may 
give the other meaning through the normal operation of words, that in, 
through abhidhd, the primary denotation. It is supposed that the know- 
ledge of purport is necessary for the successful function of abhidhd and 
thus acts as a deterrent to the comprehension of the other meaning, Thi 
text of Bhartrhari implies that in the case of ambiguous words giving rise 
to several meanings and thus causing deadlock, the context and the other 
facts would help the audience to understand the particular meaning sui- 
table to the situation and not anything more. To take and example, 
‘payoramantyam’ is а sentence in which the subject ‘papap’ means milk 
ог water. From the context it is understood that the speaker means to say 
that ‘milk is good’. But that does not argue that the sentence can not 
mean ‘water is good’. Suppose a person who comes from outside and is 
not aware of the context may understand ‘it means, water is good’, But 
а knowledgeable person may correct him by pointing out the context 
that the speaker refers to milk and not to water. This shows knowledge 
of the context does not debar the apprehension of the second meaning. 

From the aforesaid considerations the opponent of the dhvani theory 
draws the conclusion that the sentence containing doublemeaning-words 
gives out the relevant meaning first. And the second meaning if under- 
stood, may be derived from the same sentence through the normal 
function of abhidhd. The knowledge of the drift (rärparya) of the sentence 
only determines priority, the relevant meaning is understood prior to the 
other meaning. But this does not at all warrant the роныйов of another 
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пог capacity of going deeper into the matter at issue. It has been shown 
that knowledge of rãiparya, that is speaker's intention (vaktur icchd tu tātpar- 
Jam) is not the universal condition of the understanding of the meaning 
of the sentence. If the laws of syntax, viz. expectancy (akûnkya) which 
leaves, if unsatisfied, the sentence incomplete, close association (sannidhi) of 
the relevant words and meanings and their mutul compatibility (yogyuiä) 
are present and the knowledge of the word’s relation to the meaning be 
not wanting, the meaning of the sentence is bound to be understood. When 
all the conditions are fulfilled, the second meaning also should be under- 
stood through the same process. The denotative function of words will 
make the sentence yield a coherent meaning. So the postulation of Vyuajind 

i) is not at all necessary for the communication of the second 








‘This argument of the anti-dhvani school possesses powerful cogency. 
Mahimabhatia in the Vywktiviveka and Jagadish Tarkilagkira in the 
Sabdasaktiprakdtiké have repudiated the capacity of а single word for 
communicating two meanings whether by way of pun or verbal sugges- 
tion. If the second meaning is understood, the word conveys it by denot 
tive capacity. The second word in spite of its phonetic similarity is enti- 
rely a distinct entity. 

The advocate of verbal suggestion is confronted with an extremely 
critical situation, the objections of the opponent do not affect the varie- 
ties of dhvani based on Jaksund or on meanings of unambiguous expressions 
but the prestige of the school was at stake. It was reserved for Ruyyuka 
circa (12 century) to rescue the dhvani theory by successfully combatting 
the hostile criticism of Mahimabhatta. So far as the question of verbal 
suggestion SubdafaktimGla dhmi was concemed, the counter argu- 
ments were rather parried by appeal to the poet's convention and 
authority, The orthodox advocates were not entirely immune from the 
fallacy of Argumentum adhominem. It was however, Panditraj Jagannatha 
(17 century) who came to the rescue of verbal suggestion from а peril 
of colossal magnitude. Many problems which remained obscure and 
confused have been made as clear as broad day light and Alanikiira Sdstra 
аз literary criticism has attained the status of Sdstra (scientific discipline) 
It has been shown that it is а branch of aesthetics which is fully supported 
by logic. The combination of logical sense with aesthetic fare is the sine- 
quanon of а literary critic and a student of Alamkdra Séstra, Jagannitha 
gives a crucial argument which clears the issue of cobwebs of emotional 
effusion, JagannStha concedes to the power of the argument, advanced 
‘by the anti-dhvani writers but he coins out the sphere of its applicability. 
‘When the doublemeaning words are of the nature of yougika ог rugha 
words the argument of the opponent may have plausibility. But when the 
‘equivocal words belong to the Yogarudha class the arguments fall down 

_ аз damp squibs. Yaugika words are formed of a verbal root with а suffix. 
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‘Pachaka’ (cook) ; Pajhaka (reader) are words of this class. The word 
“Pachaka’ is derived from VPac to cook and ak agent. It means the agent 
of cooking, neither more nor less. It is a purely derivative word whose 
determined by etymology. Its current conventional meaning and 
etymological meaning are identical. But words like ditt are not derived 
from roots and their meaning is entirely determined by convention. There are 
other words which combine both etymology and convention (Pravriti nimita 
and Кумран! nimitta). The word 'Pañkaja’ etymologically means what is born 
of mod. Though there are so many things which are born of mud, it is only 
Локи which is designated by it. The word Райд аја signifies lotus by means of 
abhidhd (hough the etymological meaning is also an adjectival part of it. It 
can never mean anything else. When such words are found to have two or 
more meanings the conventional meaning will have the primacy, Jaganniths 
gives crucial example. The season is come when lightning robs damsels of 
their beauty and pass all the time with the clouds. The conventional 
meaning is understood first, but the second meaning is entirely etymo- 
logical. The season is come when wanton women rob the persons of 
weak character of their wealth and pass their time in the company of 
carriers of water. The second meaning cannot be given out by the words 
through their denotative capacity (abhidhd). Convention is stronger than 
etymology (Ruhi Yordd Valiyast) because the law makes them incapable 
of yielding etymological meaning. This etymological meaning is however, 
understood by comnoisseures, How can the words give the second set of 
meanings when the denotative function is ruled out of court by the afore- 
said law, It cannot be had through айана (secondary function) because 
the conditions of (айдап are not all evident. So we have to account for 
it by means of a third function, ie. VyaAjund (suggestion). And as the 
words are not capable of teing substituted by the synonyms the suggestive 
function is entirely rooted in the verbal expression, in other words, it is 
а case of *Sabdaiaktineila dhvani'. 

‘This clinches the entire issue of controversy. With the justification 
of Subdaiaktimala dhvant the other cases of dhimi which are secured by 
strong arguments and unmistakable verdict of experience are found to be 
‘established on an unshakable foundation. 














of dhvani have invested the theory with the certitude of acknowledged facts 
eaten _Dhvani has come to be recognised аз a final 
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